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Foreword 


In  November  1993,  the  Training  Career  Program  Office,  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Training, 
United  States  (U.S.)  Army  Training  and  E)octrine  Command  (TRA£>OC)  requested  the  U.S.  Army 
Research  Institute  (ARI)  to  conduct  a  study  to  assess  staff  time  available  for  instructional  delivery 
and  support  activities.  Inspired  by  the  joint  service  Training  and  Personnel  Systems  Science  and 
Technology  Evaluation  and  Management  agreement,  ARI  entered  into  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  with  the  Navy  Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center  (NAVPERSRANDCEN), 
and  provided  NAVPERSRANDCEN  with  the  funding  to  conduct  this  study.  The  ARI  primary  point 
of  contact  (POC)  for  this  work  was  Dr.  Robert  Wisher.  The  TRADOC  POC  was  Mr.  Claud  Rivers. 

This  report  documents  the  findings  of  the  school  staff  time  questionnaire  and  is  intended  for  use 
by  TRADCX!  and  the  individual  commands  who  participated  in  the  study. 

Any  questions  regarding  this  report  should  be  directed  to  Dr.  Meryl  Baker,  Training  Department, 
(619)  553-7676  or  DSN  553-7676. 


JOHN  D.  McAFEE  MURRAY  W.  ROWE 

Captain,  U.S.  Navy  Technical  Director 

Commanding  Officer 


Summary 

The  questionnaire  to  assess  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  (TRADOC)  staff  time  to  conduct 
training  activities  was  administered  in  May  1994,  to  a  sample  of  237  (8%)  civilian  instructors, 
2,235  (70%)  military  instructors,  241  (7%)  civilian  training  developers,  and  487  (15%)  military 
training  developers,  for  a  total  sample  target  of  3,2(X).  This  sample  proportionately  represented  the 
numbers  of  individuals  in  each  subgroup  at  16  designated  TRADKDC  installations.  The  adjusted 
response  rate  for  the  combined  sites  was  83%  (2,644). 

This  report  contains  the  questionnaire  results  for  the  total  sample  and  selected  subgroup 
comparisons.  Among  the  questionnaire  results: 

•  Of  the  seven  training  development  activities  listed  on  the  questionnaire  tte  combined 
sample  of  respondents  indicated  that  they  spent  the  most  time  revising  and  developing 
lesson  plans  and  practical  exercises,  however,  the  overwhelming  majority  of  those 
spading  time  at  these  activities  did  so  only  1  to  4  hours  per  wedc. 

•  Instructors  spent  more  time  revising  and  developing  lesson  plans  than  performing  any  of 
the  other  training  activities.  The  average  amount  of  time  spent  revising  lesson  plan  and 
practical  exercises  by  instructMS  was  1  to  4  hours. 

•  Training  developers  spent  more  time  than  instructors  on  revising  training  courses, 
conducting  tasks  analyses/developmg  new  training.  The  average  amount  of  time  spent  on 
these  tasks  by  training  developers  was  1  to  4  hours  per  wedc. 

•  (Questionnaire  respondents  indicated  that  littte  time  was  spent  validating  new  training  over 
the  past  year  (60%  of  respondents  spent  no  time  on  this  task). 

•  (Questionnaire  respondents  indicated  that  hardly  any  time  was  spent  developing  doctrine, 
and  reviewing  contractor  produced  training  over  the  past  year  (approximately  75%  of 
respondents  spent  no  time  on  these  tasks). 

•  Approximately  50%  of  the  respondents  indicated  that  they  revised  and/or  developed  lesson 
plans  or  practical  exercises  1  to  5  times  over  the  previous  year.  Approximately  22%  never 
revised  lesson  plans  or  practical  exercises  and  32%  never  developed  them. 

•  (Questionnaire  results  indicate  that  instructors  rarely,  if  ever,  needed  to  revise  training 
courses,  conduct  task  analyses/develop  new  training,  or  validate  new  training  over  the 
previous  year.  Training  developers  on  average  reported  doing  these  tasks  1  to  5  times  over 
the  past  year. 

•  The  majority  of  questionnaire  respondents  (73%)  report  that  within  the  last  year  they  never 
needed  to  develop  doctrine  or  review  contractor  training.  However,  civilian  training 
developers  appear  to  perform  these  tasks  most  often  (the  majori^r,  approximately  1  to  5 
times  par  year). 

•  Responses  indicating  lack  of  time  over  the  past  year  precluded  revision  or  development  of 
lesson  plans  and  practical  exercises  occuned  in  only  approximately  40%  of  the  total 
questionnaire  sample.  On  average,  civilians  who  were  both  training  developers  and 
instructors  experienced  this  problem  most  frequently  (1  to  5  times  per  year). 


vii 


Af^roximately  70%  of  respondents  answered  that  over  the  past  year,  lack  of  time  to  revise 
training  courses,  conduct  tasks  analyses/develop  new  training,  validate  training,  develop 
doctrine,  and  review  contractor  produced  training  was  not  a  factor. 

For  all  seven  training  development  tasks  about  which  respondents  were  queried,  over  86% 
indicated  that  over  the  past  year  lack  of  expertise  was  never  a  factor  in  precluding  them 
from  completing  a  training  development  activity. 

Forty-seven  percent  (47%)  of  respondents  reported  that  it  would  take  1  to  10  man-hours  to 
develop  1  hour  of  paper-based  instruction  and  34%  reported  that  it  would  take  1 1  to  25 
man-hours.  Only  19%  thought  it  would  take  over  25  man-hours  to  develop  1  hour  of  paper- 
based  instruction. 

To  develop  1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction,  45%  of  respondrats  indicated  that  it  would 
mlcft  1  to  25  man-hours  and  31%  reported  that  it  would  tal^  26  to  50  man-hours.  Only  24% 
of  the  respondents  thought  it  would  take  aver  50  man-hours  to  develop  1  hour  of 
multimedia  instruction. 

In  response  to  a  question  concerning  the  impact  that  the  recent  (or  anticipated)  decrease  in 
the  number  of  training  developers  will  have  on  the  quality  of  training,  55%  of  respondents 
indicated  the  impact  would  be  negative. 

Fifty-eight  percent  (58%)  of  respondents  are  already  using  some  form  of  automated 
training  development  system. 

^)proximately  half  of  those  responding  indicated  that  over  the  past  year  they  had  been 
ad^  to  make  curriculum  changes  which  they  thought  were  unnecessary. 

Almost  all  civilian  training  developers  responding  (97%)  had  training  in  Systems 
Ai^roach  to  Training  (SAT)/Instructional  Systems  Development  (ISD)  while  only  a  little 
mtHe  than  35%  of  the  military  instrucUxs  had  this  training. 

The  maj(»ity  of  respond^its  (73%)  indicated  diat  they  would  not  be  responsible  for 
creating  Student  Development  Tests  corr»  1  October  19^. 

Aggregated  data  analyzed  by  location  ^owed  little,  if  any,  differences  between  sites. 
However,  what  data  were  disaggregated  by  current  position  and  location,  differraces  were 
found  in  the  training  developer  subgroups  among  locations. 

Conclusions 

Though  the  responses  to  questions  concerning  lack  of  time  and/or  expertise  to  comptete 
training  development  activities  appear  to  indicate  that  there  is  not  currently  a  problem,  this 
may  moely  reflect  that  the  majority  of  respondents  were  not  required  to  perform  these 
tasks  ova-  Ae  past  year.  These  tasks  may  be  going  undone. 

Responses  to  questions  concerning  man-hours  to  develop  1  hour  of  instruction  and 
questions  concerning  training  in  SAT/ISD  indicate  civilian  training  developers  appear  to 
have  a  better  understanding  of  training  development  than  instructors. 

Military  instructors,  by  far  the  largest  subgroup  available  at  TRADOC  installations,  are 
not  currraidy  revising  training  courses,  conducting  task  analyses/developing  new  training, 
validating  new  training,  developing  doctrine,  or  reviewing  contractor  training  and  tqrpear 
from  responses  to  questions  concerning  time  on  platform  and  SAT/ISD  experience  not  to 
have  the  time  ncn'  the  expmise  to  accomplish  th^  tasks. 


Recommendations 

1.  Ensure  that  a  training  evaluation  system  is  in  place  to  monitor  any  change  in  the  caliber  of 
ning. 

2.  Determine  what  training  development  tasks  are  not  being  accomplished,  if  any. 

3.  If  a  training  deficiency  develops: 

*  Hire  additional  civilian  training  developers,  or 

*  Automate  training  development  (ASAT) 

*  Lengthen  instructor  tours 

*  Decrease  instructor  woikload 

*  Eliminate  unnecessary  curriculum  revisions 

*  Increase  instructor  time  between  classes 

*  Provide  SAT  training  (possibly  through  video  teletraining)  to  instructors. 
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Introduction 


Problem 

Recent  budget  cuts  have  prompted  the  United  States  (U.S.)  Army  to  reduce  the  number  of 
civilian  training  developers  at  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  (TRADOC)  schools.  As  a 
consequence,  the  major  responsibility  for  training  development  will  shift  from  training  developers 
to  instructors.  TRADOC  is  concerned  that  Army  instructors  will  not  have  sufficient  time  to 
instruct,  update  current  training  programs  and  design,  develop  and  validate  new  training  programs 
and  products. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  determine  whether  TRADOC  staff  remaining  after  the 
reduction  in  numbers  of  civOian  training  developers,  will  have  sufficient  time  and  expertise  to  both 
instruct  classes  and  develop  training. 


Approach 


Questionnaire  Development 

A  written  questionnaire  was  designed  to  obtain  the  data.  This  approach  obtained  the  largest 
possible  sample  size  for  the  resource  investment  Information  sought  by  TRADOC  personnel 
provided  the  basis  for  the  substance  of  the  questions.  Questions  were  aimed  at  gaining  information 
both  directly  by  straightforwardly  asking,  and  indir^tly  by  asking  for  information  which  might 
serve  to  corrolrarate  a  direct  response.  For  example.  Question  13  asked  respondents  how  many 
times  they  needed  to  engage  in  a  specific  training  development  activity,  but  were  unable  to  do  so 
because  they  didn’t  have  the  expertise  to  complete  the  task.  Questions  IS  and  17  queried 
respondents’  expertise  in  developing  instruction  by  asking  for  time  estimates  to  create  1  hour  of 
instruction  for  prqrer-based  and  multimedia  courses.  In  addition,  via  independent  inquiry, 
information  was  obtained  from  the  U.S.  Air  Force  and  U.S.  Navy  concerning  time  estimates  for 
the  development  of  1  hour  of  paper-based  instruction  and  1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction. 
Averaged,  they  will  provide  a  basel^e  estimate  for  the  development  of  a  single  hour  of  instruction 
employing  the  two  different  presentation  methods.  This  information  will  provide  an  independent 
estimate  of  training  development  time  which  may  be  factored  into  assessing  the  feasibility  of 
having  instructors  perform  training  development  activities. 

Descriptive  data  concerning  years  in  cunent  position  and  years  as  instructor  and/or  training 
developer  were  collected.  Variables  of  interest  included  hours  spent  revising  existing  instruction, 
developing  new  instruction,  time  available  to  complete  these  tasks,  and  general  expertise  in  these 
areas.  Questions  differentiated  between  development  of  lesson  plans  and  development  of  entire 
training  courses.  Questions  also  focused  on  time  and  expertise  to  conduct  training  task  analyses, 
and  design  and  validate  training  courses. 

The  questionnaire  was  designed  for  self-administration.  This  method  of  data  collection  was 
selected  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  First,  increased  likelihood  that  it  would  yield  more  consistent  data 
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across  respondents  than  an  interview  technique.  Second,  increased  response  reliability  resulting 
from  greater  response  candor  as  a  result  of  anonymity.  Third,  increased  accuracy  of  time  estimates 
through  self-administration  by  providing  respondents  an  opportunity  to  consult  records,  or  reflect 
on  their  responses.  Finally,  and  possibly  of  greatest  importance,  a  dramatic  increase  in  sample  size 
through  the  use  of  a  self-administered  questioimaire.  Given  time  and  money  constraints,  one-on- 
one  interviews  would  have  resulted  in  a  ssunple  size  one  tenth  of  that  actually  obtained, 
significantly  increasing  the  probability  of  sampling  error. 

As  it  was  going  to  be  necessary  to  aggregate  the  data,  it  was  useful  to  employ  closed-ended 
questions.  Closed-ended  questions  were  also  more  likely  to  provide  a  more  uniform  response  and 
increased  response  rate.  It  was  not  anticipated,  given  that  the  population  under  study  were 
instructors  and  training  developers,  that  reading  and  writing  skills  would  be  a  barrier  to 
questioimaire  completion.  Also,  it  was  anticipated  diat  as  the  respondents  are  all  known  employees 
of  the  U.S.  Army,  and  that  questiormaire  distribution  and  collection  would  be  controlled  at  each 
data  collection  site,  that  response  rate  for  the  questionnaire  would  be  high. 

A  prototype  questioimaire  was  produced  and  pilot  tested  with  20  training  developers  and 
instructors  at  Fort  Benning,  GA.  Bas^  on  the  results  of  the  pilot  test  minor  changes  were  made  to 
the  questionnaire  foim.  One  important  alteration  was  to  accommodate  the  responses  from  both 
military  and  civilian  personnel  who  categorized  themselves  as  a  combination  of  both  instructor  and 
training  developer.  As  a  result  Question  6  (“What  is  your  current  position?*’)  response  options  were 
expanded  to  include  “both”  in  addition  to  “instructor”  and  “training  developer.” 

The  final  questionnaire  consisted  of  29  questions,  4  of  which  were  multiple  questions  with 
7  parts  each,  llie  questionnaire  was  designed  to  take  no  more  than  30  minutes  to  self-administer. 
The  questionnaire  appears  in  Appendix  A. 

Questionnaire  Distribution  and  Response 

The  sample  frame  included  all  civilian  and  military  instructors  and  training  developers 
currently  employed  at  16  U.S.  Army  installations,^  each  of  which  maintain  at  least  one  TRADOC 
school.  A  stratified  sample  proportionately  targeting  30%  of  each  of  the  population  subgroups  of 
military  instructors,  military  training  developers,  civilian  instructors  and  civilian  training 
developers  at  each  site  was  created  based  upon  population  data  collected  from  each  installation. 
Appendix  B  provides  the  numbers  of  personnel  on-lx)ard  at  each  site,  by  subgroup,  and  the  number 
of  questionnaires  mailed  and  returned  by  each  subgroup.  No  advance  information  was  obtained  on 
numbers  of  individuals  considering  themselves  to  be  in  the  military/both  and  civilian/both 
categories  as  die  sites  did  not  maintain  billet  information  in  that  manner.  Hence,  Appendix  B 
provides  only  questionnaire  return  information  for  those  two  categories. 

Table  1  provides  a  summary  of  the  total  on-board,  total  questionnaires  mailed,  total 
questionnaires  returned  (valid)  by  instructor/training  developer  subgroups.  Table  2  provides  valid 
return  information  for  each  of  the  16  sites  participating  in  the  study. 


*Foft  Benjamin  Hanison,  IN,  was  not  included  in  this  study  as  it  has  been  targeted  fur  closing  on  30  Sqxember 
1994  by  die  Base  Realignment  and  Qosuie  Commission  (BRAC). 
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Table  1 


Questioiuiairc  Respondents 


Cl 

MI 

CD 

MD 

CB 

MB 

UK 

TOTAL 

Total  Onboard 

786 

7,430 

789 

1,595 

0 

0 

0 

10,600 

Questionnaires  Mailed 

237 

2,235 

241 

487 

0 

0 

0 

3,200 

Questionnaires  Valid  Return 

193 

1,354 

184 

212 

148 

515 

38 

644 

Total  %  Valid  Return 

83% 

Ijda  Cl  s  CMliin  baiuclai;  MI = MUitay  InaniGlac;  CD  s  QvttiM  Tnaang  Dewdopo;  MD = Militaiy  Tnioiiig  Devcfapo;  CB = Q  vihanAolfa, 
MB  =  MlitaiynBolfa,  UK = Unknowa 


Table! 


Location  of  Respondents 


Location 

Valid  Return 

%  Valid  Return 

Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds 

155 

61 

Fort  Benning 

237 

53 

Fort  Bliss 

125 

98 

Fort  Bragg 

204 

91 

Fort  Eustis 

187 

83 

Fort  Gordon 

361 

94 

Fort  Huachuca 

190 

85 

Fort  Knox 

297 

93 

Fort  Leavenworth 

69 

72 

Fort  Lee 

126 

79 

Fort  Leonard  Wood 

186 

97 

Fort  McClellan 

125 

98 

Fort  Moiunouth 

26 

81 

Redstone  Arsenal 

107 

84 

Fort  Rucker 

76 

79 

Fort  Sill 

160 

100 

Unknown  Location 

13 

Total 

2,644 

83% 
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Questionnaires  were  distributed  to  on-site  coordinators  designated  by  TRADOC,  for 
distribution  to  individual  respondents.  This  strategy  eliminated  the  costs  of  mailing  to  each 
individual  respondent.  On-site  coordinators  were  provided  with  an  exact  number  of  questionnaires 
to  provide  to  each  subgroup  (see  Appendix  B)  and  were  responsible  for  distributing  the 
questionnaire  by  selecting  every  nth  number  of  military  and  civilian  instructors  and  military  and 
civilian  training  developers,  from  school  personnel  lists,  to  participate  in  the  study.  Though  these 
sampling  procedures  were  recommended,  actual  procedure  varied  at  each  site.  On-site  coordinators 
were  also  responsible  for  collecting  the  questionnaires  and  returning  them  to  Navy  Personnel 
Research  and  Development  Center.  The  totid  valid  return  was  83%. 

Data  Analysis 

Questionnaires  were  printed  on  sheets  capable  of  being  scanned  by  machine  for  data  encoding. 
Data  was  transmitted  directly  to  an  IBM  4341  file  and  then  transferred  to  a  personal  computer  for 
analysis  using  the  Statistical  Package  for  the  Social  Sciences.  Frequency  distributions  were 
computed  for  each  questionnaire  item,  and  crosstabs  were  run  on  variables  of  particular  interest 

The  questionnaire  plan  originally  called  for  data  from  the  following  subgroups  to  be  analyzed 
separately:  Military  Instructor,  Civilian  Instructor,  Military  Training  Developer,  and  Civilian 
Training  Developer.  However,  results  of  the  pilot  test  indicated  that  some  military  and  civilians 
consider  themselves  to  be  a  combination  instructor/training  developer.  Data  were  analyzed  to 
include  these  combination  categories  (military/both  and  civilian/both). 

Mean  scores  for  the  seven  subparts  of  Questions  10, 11 , 12,  and  13  were  calculated  so  that  these 
responses  could  be  compared  on  one  graph  for  each  of  the  six  respondent  subgroups. 

Results^ 


Sample  Characteristics 

Of  the  2,644  respondents,  2,081  (79%)  were  military;  525  (20%)  were  civilians;  38  (1%)  were 
unknown.  As  shown  in  Table  1,  193  (7%)  of  respondents  identified  themselves  as  civilian 
instructors;  1,354  (51%)  as  military  instructors;  184  as  civilian  training  developers  (7%);  212  (8%) 
as  military  training  developers;  148  (6%)  as  civilian  instructor/training  developers  (both);  and 
515  (19%)  as  militaiy  instructor/training  developer  (both).  Current  position  was  not  identifled  by 
38  (1%)  respondents. 

(^estion  1  asked  respondents  for  their  Military  Occupational  Specialty  (MOS)  code.  As 
responses  to  other  questions  indicate  that  there  were  no  more  than  2,1 19  military  (2,081  identified, 
38  unidentified)  responding  to  the  questionnaire  it  appears  that  35  civilians  erroneously  responded 
to  this  question.  The  2,154  responding  to  this  question  noted  246  different  occupational  specialties. 
Frequencies  for  each  of  these  MOS  codes  appear  in  Appendix  C. 


^All  percentages  have  been  rounded  to  the  nearest  wboie  number. 
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Again,  it  appears  that  77  civilians  included  a  response  to  Question  2  which  inquired  as  to 
military  rank.  Of  the  2,196  responding,  the  overwhelming  majority  were  Staff  Sergeants  (42%)  and 
Sergeants  First  Class  (37%)  (Figure  1). 


100- 

90- 

80- 

70- 

«  «- 
g  50- 

40- 

30- 

20- 

10- 

0- 


UC-liailenantColooel 

CFT>Cap(ain 
ILT  >  Brat  LiBUtenaot 
M%T  ^Matter  Scneant 
C^S  s  Wanant  Officer 


CW4-Watrant  Officer 
CW3  ■>  Wanaot  Officer 
CW2  >WaiiaDt  Officer 
SPC  *  Seneant  Class 
SSG  B  Staff  Sergeant 
SGT»  Sergeant _ 


42% 


Military  Rank 

Flgiure  1.  If  you  are  military,  tdiat  is  your  rank?  (Q2)  (2,196  valid  cases). 


Figures  2  and  3  indicate  series  and  grade  levels  of  civilian  respondents.  Of  the  539  responding 
to  the  series  question,  the  majority  were  GS-1712s  (Training  Specialist)  (57%),  and  of  the 
537  responding  to  the  question  on  civilian  grade,  the  largest  group  were  GS-1  Is  (39%). 

Figure  4  shows  the  percentage  of  respondents  coming  from  each  of  the  16  sites.  The  largest 
percentage  (14%)  were  from  Fort  Gordon,  the  smallest  percentage  from  Fort  Monmouth  (1%). 

Of  the  2,618  individuals  who  responded  with  their  current  position  ((^estion  6), 
59%  considered  themselves  instructors,  15%  as  training  developers,  and  25%  as  a  combination  of 
training  developer  and  instructor  (both)  (Figure  5).  Categorizing  these  data  into  six  subgroups 
results  in  7%  Civilian  Instructor,  52%  Military  histructor,  7%  Civilian  Training  Developer, 
8%  Military  Training  Developer,  6%  Civilian/Both,  and  20%  Military/Both  (Figure  6). 

About  41%  of  the  2,638  respondents  to  (^esdon  7  have  been  in  their  present  position  less  than 
1  year,  44%  between  2  and  4  years  (Figure  7).  Not  surprisingly,  almost  all  of  the  military 
respondents  have  been  in  their  positions  for  less  than  4  years  while  less  than  half  of  the  civilians 
have  been  in  their  present  position  for  less  than  4  years  (Figure  8). 

Sixty-one  percent  (61%)  of  the  2,604  respondents  to  (^estion  8  served  less  than  1  year  as  an 
instructor  prior  to  coming  to  their  present  position  (Figure  9).  The  majority  (72%)  of  the  2,341 
respondents  to  (Question  9  served  less  than  1  year  as  a  training  developer  prior  to  coming  to  their 
present  position  (Figure  10). 
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Figure  2.  If  you  are  a  dvilian,  what  is  your  series?  (Q3)  (539  valid  cases). 
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Figure  3.  If  you  are  a  dviUan,  what  is  your  grade?  (Q4)  (537  valid  cases), 
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Figure  4.  Where  are  you  stationed/located?  (Q5)  (2^31  valid  cases). 
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Training  Develtqier 
Current  Position 


Both 


Figure  5.  What  is  your  current  position?  (Q6)  (2,618  valid  cases). 
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Current  Position 


UstO-  Cl  =  Qvilka  Imtnictor,  MI  =  Mlilaiy  Iiutnictar,  CD  =  Civiliaii  Tninigg  Developer,  MD  =  Kffiliiary  Tniniiig 
Devdoper,  C8  =  Ovilun/Bolh,  MB  =  kffiUtuy/Bolh. 


Figure  6.  Current  position  with  miUtary/dvilian  status  (2,618  valid  cases). 
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Figure  7.  How  nuuiy  years  have  you  been  in  your  present  position?  (Q7)  (2,638 
valid  cases). 
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Percent  3  Percent 


Prior  Years  as  Instructor 

Figure  9.  How  many  years  were  you  an  instructor  prior  to  coming  to  your  present 
position?  (Q8)  (2^604  valid  cases). 
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Prior  Years  as  Training  Developer 


Figure  10.  How  many  years  were  you  a  training  developer  prior  to  coming  to  your 
present  position?  (Q9)  (2^1  valid  cases). 

Staff  Time  Available  for  Training  Activities 

Questions  10  through  13  asked  respondents  to  provide  an  indication  of  time  and  expertise 
available  to  accomplish  the  following  seven  training  activities: 

•  Revising  lesson  plans  and  practical  exercises 

•  Developing  new  lesson  plans  and  practical  exercises 

•  Revising  training  courses 

•  Conducting  task  analyses  and/or  designing  new  training  courses 

•  Validating  new  training  courses 

•  Developing  doctrine 

•  Reviewing  contractor  produced  training 

Figures  11  through  17  indicate  how  many  hours,  within  an  average  work  week,  respondents 
engaged  in  each  of  the  seven  training  activities  listed  above.  Respondents  spent  the  most  time 
revising  and  developing  lesson  plans.  Only  31%  (Figure  11)  of  respondents  indicated  they  never 
revised  lesson  plans  and  only  43%  reported  that  they  never  developed  them  (Figure  12),  while  50% 
indicated  they  never  revised  training  courses  (Figure  13),  59%  reported  that  they  never  conducted 
task  analyses  and/or  designed  new  courses  (Bgure  14),  60%  reported  that  they  never  validated  new 
training  (Figure  15),  74%  reported  that  they  never  developed  doctrine  (Figure  16),  and  76% 
indicated  that  they  never  reviewed  contractor  training  (Figure  17).  However,  even  though 
respondents  spent  the  most  time,  among  the  seven  training  activities,  revising  and  developing 
lesson  plans,  the  overwhelming  majority  of  those  spending  time  at  these  activities  did  so  only  1  to 
4  hours  per  week  (Figures  1 1  and  12). 
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Figure  11.  Within  an  average  work  week,  how  many  hours  do  you  spend  revising 
lesson  plans  and  practical  exercises?  (QlOa)  (2^37  valid  cases). 
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Figure  12.  Within  an  average  work  week,  how  many  hours  do  you  spend, 
developing  new  lesson  plans  and  practical  exercises?  (QlOb)  (2,520 
valid  cases). 
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Hours  Revising  Training  Courses 

Figure  13.  Widiin  an  avenge  work  week,  how  many  hours  do  you  spend  revising 
training  courses?  (QlOc)  (2,458  valid  cases). 
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Figure  14.  l^diin  an  avenge  work  week,  how  many  hours  do  you  spend 
conducting  task  analyses  and/or  designing  new  training  courses? 
(QlOd)  (2,493  valid  cases). 
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gure  15.  l^thin  an  average  work  week,  how  many  hours  do  you  spend  validating 
new  training  courses?  (QlOe)  (2,452  valid  cases). 
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Figure  16.  Widiin  an  average  work  week,  how  many  hours  do  you  spend  developing 
doctrine?  (QlOf)  (2,449  valid  cases). 
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Figure  17.  Within  an  average  work  week,  how  many  hours  do  you  spend  reviewing 
contractor  produced  training?  (lOg)  (2,475  valid  cases). 

In  an  effort  to  compare  subgroup  responses  across  the  hours  per  week  spent  on  training 
activities,  means  were  calculated  for  each  subgroup  of  respondents  for  each  activity.  Bgure  18 
illustrates  the  variation  among  the  subgroups,  ^ote  that  1^0  hours,  2  =  1  to  4  hours,  3  s  5  to  8 
hours,  4  *  9  to  16  hours,  and  5  =  17  or  more  hours.)  Not  surprisingly,  instructors  spent  more  time 
revising  and  developing  lesson  plans  than  performing  the  other  training  activities.  Among  the 
seven  training  activities,  civilian  training  developers  spent  more  time  revising  training  courses, 
while  military  training  developers  spent  almost  equal  time  revising  lesson  plans,  revising  training 
courses,  and  conducting  task  analysis/developing  new  training  courses.  Like  instructors,  those 
respondents  indicating  that  they  were  both  instructors  and  training  developers  spent  more  time 
revising  and  developing  lesson  plans  than  engaging  in  the  other  activities.  However,  they  spent 
mote  time  than  instructors  in  revising  training  courses,  though  less  time  than  training  developers 
in  conducting  task  analyses/developing  new  training.  little  time  was  spent  by  any  of  the  subgroups 
on  validating  new  training,  developing  doctrine  or  reviewing  contractor  training  though  training 
developers  and  combined  instructors/training  developers  spent  more  time  engaged  in  these 
activities  than  instructors. 

Figures  19  through  25  indicate  how  many  times,  within  the  last  year,  respondents  performed 
each  of  the  seven  training  activities.  Of  the  seven  activities,  respondents  engaged  the  most  in 
revising  and  developing  lesson  plans.  Only  22%  (Figure  19)  of  respondents  indicated  they  never 
once  revised  a  lesson  plan  and  only  32%  that  they  never  once  developed  a  lesson  plan  (Figure  20), 
while  45%  indicated  they  never  revised  training  courses  (Figure  21),  55%  that  they  never 
conducted  task  analyses  and/or  designed  new  courses  (Figure  22),  46%  that  they  never  validated 
new  training  (Figure  23),  73%  that  they  never  developed  doctrine  (Figure  24),  and  73%  that  they 
never  reviewed  contractor  training  (Figure  25).  However,  even  though  respondents  engaged  in 
revising  and  developing  lesson  plans  most  often  among  the  seven  training  activities,  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  those  performing  these  activities  only  did  so  1  to  5  times  within  the  past 
year  (Figures  20  and  21). 
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Figure  18.  Current  position  by  mean  number  of  hours  per  week  spent  on  training 
development  activities. 
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Figure  19.  Within  die  last  year,  approximately  how  many  limes  have  you  needed  to 
revise  a  lesson  plan  and/or  practical  exei^se?  (Qlla)  (2,585  valid 
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Figure  20.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
develop  new  lesson  plans  and/or  practical  exercises?  (Qllb)  (2,546 
valid  cases). 


100  “T 

9o4 


70  4 


0  lto5  6  to  10  11  to  14  15  or  More 

Hmes  Revising  a  Training  Course 


Figure  21.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
revise  a  training  course?  (Qllc)  (2,476  valid  cases). 
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figure  22.  liVifliin  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
conduct  a  task  analysis  and/or  design  a  new  training  course?  (Qlld) 
(2,519  valid  cases). 
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Figure  23.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
validate  new  training?  (Qlle)  (2,498  valid  cases). 


lto5  6  to  10  11  to  14 

Times  to  Validate  New  Training 


15  or  More 


17 


100- - 
90  - 


0  lto5  6  to  10  11  to  14  ISorMcwe 

Times  Develop  Doctrine 


Figure  24.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed 
develop  doctrine?  (Qllf)  (2,470  valid  cases). 


100 -j 

9o4 


2% 

15  or  More 


Times  Review  Contractor  Training 


Figure  25.  Widiin  the  last  year  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to  review 
contractor  produced  training?  (Qllg)  (2,500  valid  cases). 


In  an  effort  to  compare  subgroup  responses  across  number  of  times,  over  the  past  year,  engaged 
in  training  activities,  means  were  calculated  for  each  subgroup  of  respondents  for  each  activity. 
Figure  26  illustrates  the  variation  among  the  subgroups.  (Note  that  1=0  times,  2  =  1  to  S  times, 
3  =  6  to  10  times,  4  =  1 1  to  14  times,  and  S  =  IS  or  more  times.)  Again,  not  surprisingly,  instructors 
spent  mote  time  revising  and  developing  lesson  plans  than  performing  other  training  activities. 
Contrasted  with  the  number  of  hours  per  week  spent  in  each  activity,  frequency  of  activity  over  the 
past  year  seems  to  favor  revising  and  developing  lesson  plans  for  all  subgroups.  However,  training 
developers  and  those  considering  themselves  both  training  developers  and  instructors  engaged  in 
the  other  training  activities  more  frequently  than  instructors,  with  civilian  training  developers 
engaging  in  all  five  of  the  other  training  activities  (revising  a  training  course,  task  analysis/new 
training,  validating  new  training,  developing  doctrine,  reviewing  contractor  training)  with  greater 
frequency  than  the  other  subgroups.  However,  responses  indicate  that  even  civilian  training 
developers  only  performed  each  of  these  activities  between  1  to  5  times  over  the  last  year. 

Like  the  instructors,  respondents  indicating  that  they  were  both  instructors  and  training 
developers  engaged  more  often  in  revising  and  developing  lesson  plans  than  in  the  other  training 
activities  (Fuguie  26).  However,  this  subgroup  engag^  in  revising  training  courses,  conducting 
task  analyses/new  training  development,  and  validating  new  training  more  often  than  instructors. 
It  was  only  infrequently  that  any  of  the  subgroups  developed  doctrine  or  reviewed  contractor 
training,  though  civilian  training  developers  engaged  in  these  activities  more  often  than  any  other 
subgroup. 

Figures  27  through  33  indicate  how  many  times,  within  the  last  year,  respondents  needed  to 
engage  in  each  of  the  seven  training  activities  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because  they  didn’t  have 
the  time.  Hie  overwhelming  majority  reported,  across  the  seven  training  activities,  that  this 
problem  never  occurred.  As  might  be  expected  though,  this  problem  was  reported  more  frequently 
in  relation  to  revising  and  developing  lesson  plans  and  practical  exercises  as  these  were  the 
»;tivities  engaged  in  most  frequently  by  respondents.  But  even  for  these  activities,  more  than  60% 
of  respondents  indicated  that  over  the  past  year  there  was  no  instance  where  they  did  not  have 
enou^  time  to  complete  these  duties  (Figures  27  and  28). 

In  an  effort  to  compare  subgroup  responses  across  the  number  of  times,  over  the  past  year,  that 
there  was  no  time  to  conduct  training  activities,  means  were  calculated  for  each  subgroup  of 
respondents  for  each  activity.  Figure  34  illustrares  the  variation  among  the  subgroups.  (Note  that 
1.0  equals  0  times,  2.0  equab  1  to  S  times,  and  3.0  equals  6  to  10  times.)  The  only  subgroup 
experiencing  any  time  difficulty  appears  to  be  the  civilian  training  developer/instructor  or  (both/ 
ci^an)  group  (Figure  34).  They  indicated  that  they  experienced  a  lack  of  time  revising  and 
developing  lesson  plans  and  practical  exercises  approximately  1  to  5  times  over  the  past  year. 
Overall  though,  among  the  subgroups,  not  having  sufficient  time  to  complete  training  activities  has 
not  been  a  problem. 

Figures  35  through  41  indicate  how  many  times,  within  the  last  year,  respondents  needed  to 
engage  in  each  of  the  seven  training  activities  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because  they  didn’t  have 
the  expertise.  Almost  all  respondents  (>  85%)  indicated  that  this  problem  never  occurred  for  any 
of  the  seven  training  activities. 
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Figure  27.  Within  flie  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
revise  a  lesson  plan  a^or  practical  exercise,  but  were  unable  to  do  so 
because  you  didn’t  have  the  TIME  to  complete  the  task?  (Q12a)  (2,555 
valid  cases). 
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Figure  28.  I^ITthin  die  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed 
develope  new  lesson  plans  and/or  practical  exercises,  but  were  unable 
do  so  because  you  didn’t  have  the  TIME  to  complete  the  task?  (Q12b) 
(2,524  valid  cases). 
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Figure  29.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
revise  a  training  course,  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because  you  didn’t 
have  the  TIME  to  complete  die  ta^?  (Q12c)  (2,469  valid  cases). 
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Figure  30.  Within  flie  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
conduct  a  task  analysis  and/or  design  a  new  training  course,  but  were 
unable  to  do  so  because  you  didn’t  have  the  TIME  to  complete  the  task? 
(Q12d)  (2,493  vaUd  cases). 


0  Times  1  to  S  Times  6  to  10  Times  11  to  14  Times  IS  Times  ot  More 

No  Time  to  Validate  New  Training 

Figure  31.  WiUiin  die  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
validate  new  training,  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because  you  didn’t  have 
the  TIME  to  complete  the  task?  (Q12e)  (2,484  valid  cases). 
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pire  32.  Within  tfie  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
develop  doctrine,  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because  you  didn’t  have  die 
TIME  to  complete  the  task?  (Q12f)  (2,479  valid  cases). 


No  Time  to  Review  Contractor  Training 


Figure  33.  Within  die  last  year,  appronmately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
review  contractor  produced  training,  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because 
you  didn’t  have  the  TIME  to  complete  die  task?  (Q12g)  (2,482  valid 
cases). 
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igure  34.  Current  position  by  mean  number  of  times,  over  tiie  past  year,  that  there 
was  no  time  to  conduct  training  activities. 
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Figure  35.  ^thin  tiie  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
revise  a  lesson  plan  and/or  practical  exercise,  but  were  unable  to  do  so 
because  you  didn’t  have  the  EXPERTISE  to  complete  the  task?  (Q13a) 
(2,535  valid  cases). 
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36.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed 
develop  new  lesson  plans  and/or  practical  exercises,  but  were  unable 
do  so  because  you  didn’t  have  the  EXPERTISE  to  complete  the  task? 
(Q13b)  (2,515  valid  cases). 
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Figure  37.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
revise  a  training  course,  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because  you  didn’t 
have  the  EXPERTISE  to  complete  die  task?  (Q13c)  (2,483  valid  cases). 
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Figure  38.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
a  task  analysis  and/or  design  a  new  training  course,  but  were  unable  to 
do  so  because  you  didn*t  have  the  EXPERTISE  to  complete  the  tadc? 
(Q13d))  (2,491  valid  cases). 
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Figure  39.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
validate  new  training,  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because  you  didn’t  have 
the  EXPERTISE  to  complete  the  task?  (Q13e)  (2,479  valid  cases). 
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Figure  40.  Within  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
develope  doctrine,  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because  you  didn’t  have  the 
EXPERTISE  to  complete  the  task?  (Q13f)  (2,483  valid  cases). 
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Figure  41.  Within  die  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  needed  to 
review  contractor  produced  training,  but  were  unable  to  do  so  because 
you  didn’t  have  the  EXPERTISE  to  complete  the  task?  (Q13g)  (2,476 
valid  cases). 


In  an  effort  to  compare  subgroup  responses  across  the  number  of  times,  over  the  past  year,  that 
lack  of  expertise  precluded  the  performance  of  training  activities,  means  were  calculated  for  each 
subgroup  of  respondents  for  each  activity.  Figure  42  illustrates  little  variation  among  the  subgroups. 
(Note  that  1.0  equals  0  times  and  2.0  equals.)  Overall,  within  all  subgroups,  respondents  indicated 
that  lack  of  sufficient  expertise  to  complete  training  activities  is  not  a  problem. 
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Figure  42.  Current  position  by  mean  number  of  times,  over  the  past  year,  fliat 
respondents  lacked  expertise  to  conduct  training  activities. 

Figures  43  indicates  how  many  times,  within  the  last  year,  respondents  were  asked  to  determine 
whether  a  field  exercise  deficiency  was  a  schoolhouse  or  a  unit  problem.  The  majority  of 
respondents  (63%)  indicated  that  at  no  time  were  they  requested  to  perform  this  tadc.  However, 
among  those  respondents  indicating  they  do  engage  in  this  activity,  civilian  training  developers  and 
both  civilians  and  military  who  consider  themselves  combination  training  developers/instructors, 
appear  to  do  so  more  fiequently  than  instructors  and  military  training  developers  (Figure  44). 

Training  Development  Characteristics  of  Respondents 

In  an  attempt  to  obtain  a  measure  of  the  expertise  of  training  developers  and  instructors  to 
perform  training  development  activities,  independent  of  their  own  self  report,  (^estions  15, 16, 17 
and  18  were  included  in  the  survey,  (^estion  15  asked  for  the  number  of  man-hours  the  respondent 
would  need  to  develop  1  hour  of  traditional  paper-based  instruction,  (^estion  16  asked  if  the 
respondent’s  answer  to  (^estion  15  was  a  guess  or  based  upon  previous  experience,  (^estion  17 
asked  for  the  number  of  man-hours  the  respondent  would  need  to  develop  1  hour  of  multimedia 
instruction.  (Question  18  asked  if  the  respondent’s  answer  to  (^estion  17  was  a  guess,  or  based 
upon  previous  experience. 
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Times  Determine  Deficiency  Origin 

Figure  43.  MTthin  the  last  year,  approximately  how  many  times  have  you  been 
asked  to  determine  whedier  a  field  exercise  deficiency  was  a 
schoolhouse  or  a  unit  problem?  (Q14)  (2,619  valid  cases). 
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Figure  45  indicates  that  47%  of  respondents  believed  that  it  would  take  1  to  10  man-hours  to 
develop  1  hour  of  paper-based  instruction  and  34%  believed  that  it  would  take  1 1  to  25  man-hours. 
Chily  19%  thought  it  would  take  over  25  man-hours  to  develop  1  hour  of  paper-based  instruction. 

U.S.  Navy^  and  U.S.  Air  Force^  estimates  for  the  development  of  1  hour  of  paper-based 
instruction  ate  30  to  40  man-hours  and  20  to  30  man-hours  respectively.  Given  that  the  U.S.  Navy 
and  U.S.  Air  Force  estimates  are  based  on  the  development  of  thousands  of  hours  of  instruction 
they  are  most  probably  reliable  estimates.  Contrast  these  estimates  with  the  1  to  10  man-hours 
suggested  by  almost  half  of  the  2,607  respondents  to  Question  15  and  doubt  arises  as  to  some 
respondent’s  expertise  in  this  area. 

Figure  46  shows  that  compared  with  civilian  training  developers,  a  greater  percentage  of 
civilian  instructors  and  all  the  military  subgroups  thought  it  would  take  only  1  to  10  man-hours  to 
develop  1  hour  of  paper-based  instruction.  Hgute  47  illustrates  that  number  of  years  as  an 
instructor  appeared  to  have  little  bearing  on  estimates  and  Figure  48  shows  estimates  were  little 
effected  ba^  by  number  of  years  as  a  training  developer. 

When  asked  whether  responses  to  Question  15,  regarding  the  number  of  man-hours  to  develop 
1  hour  of  paper-based  instruction,  were  a  guess  or  based  on  previous  experience,  62%  indicated 
previous  experience  (Figure  49).  Overall,  military  more  often  than  civilians  indicated  that  they 
were  guessing  and  instructors  more  often  than  training  developers  indicated  that  their  response  to 
(Question  15  was  a  guess  (Figure  50).  Those  respondents  with  less  years  as  an  instructor  were  more 
likely  to  call  their  response  a  guess  (Hgure  51),  and  those  respondents  with  less  than  1  year  as  a 
training  developer  were  more  likely  to  call  their  response  to  (Question  15  a  guess  (Hgure  52). 

Figure  53  indicates  drat  45%  of  rei^ndents  reported  that  it  would  take  1  to  25  man-hours  to 
develop  1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction  and  31%  reported  that  it  would  take  26  to  50  man-hours. 
Only  24%  thought  it  would  take  over  50  man-hours  to  develop  1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction. 
However,  U.S.  Navy^  estimates  for  the  development  of  1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction  are  500 
to  600  man-hours,  ^nce,  97%  of  respondents  indicated  that  such  development  would  take  less 
than  one  third  the  time  of  U.S.  Navy  estimates.  This  result  may  be  a  consequence  of  the  ambiguity 
of  the  question,  that  is,  the  term  “multunedia”  may  mean  any  one  or  combination  of  a  variety  of 
media.  Howevn,  a  response  that  instructional  development  for  any  two  or  more  media,  other  than 
paper,  would  take  less  than  100  man-hours  per  hour  of  instruction  may  be  cause  for  concern  about 
the  adequacy  of  the  resulting  instruction.  Yet,  92%  of  the  2,585  respondents  to  Question  17 
indicated  thk  it  would  take  them  less  than  100  man-hours  to  develop  1  hour  of  multimedia 
instruction  (Figure  53). 


^Personal  communication  with  Mr.  Gerald  Aldridge,  Head,  Instructknal  Program  Develq[»nent  Division,  Navy 
Education  and  Training  Program  Management  Su^xat  Office,  Pensacola,  FL. 

^Perscmal  communicatioD  with  hfr.  Gary  Beitzel,  Chi^  of  Policy  and  Technology  Branch,  Air  Education  and 
Training  Command,  Sm  Antonio,  IX. 

^Penonal  communication  with  Mr.  Gerald  Aldridge,  Head,  Instructional  Program  Devekqnnent  Diviskm,  Navy 
Education  and  Training  Program  Management  Support  (^ce,  Potsacola,  FL. 
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Figure  45.  How  many  man-hours  would  you  need  to  develop  1  hour  of  traditional 
paper-based  instruction?  (Q15)  (2,607  valid  cases). 
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Figure  46.  Man-hours  estimated  to  develop  1  hour  of  paper-based  instruction  by 
current  position  (24^5  valid  cases). 
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Figure  47.  Man-hours  estimated  to  devdop  1  hour  of  paper^based  instruction  by 
number  of  years  as  an  instriKtor  (2^73  valid  cases). 
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Figure  48.  Man-hours  estimated  to  develop  1  hour  of  paper-based  instruction  by 
number  of  years  as  a  training  developer  (2^16  valid  cases). 
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Paper  E)evelopment  Hme:  Guess  or  Experience? 

Figure  49.  Was  your  answer  to  question  15  a  guess  or  based  on  previous  experience 
developing  traditional  paper-based  instruction?  (Q16)  (2^97  valid 
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A  Guess  Previous  Expenence 

Paper  Development:  Guess  or  Experience? 

Whetiier  answer  to  question  on  man-hours  to  develop  paper-based 
instruction  was  a  guess  or  based  on  previous  experience  by  current 
position  (2^76  valid  cases). 
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Figure  51.  Whether  answer  to  question  on  man-hours  to  deveiop  paper-based 
instruction  was  a  guess  or  based  on  previous  experience  by  year  as  an 
instructor  (2,563  vaiid  cases). 


Hgure  52.  Whedier  answer  to  question  on  man-hours  to  develop  paper-based 
instruction  was  a  guess  or  based  on  previous  experience  by  number  of 
years  as  training  developer  (2,306  valid  cases). 
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Figure  53.  How  many  man-hours  would  you  need  to  devdop  1  hour  of  multimedia 
instruction?  (Q17)  (2,585  valid  cases). 

Figure  54  shows  that  compared  to  civilian  training  developers,  a  greater  percentage  of 
instructors  and  all  military  subgroups  thought  it  would  taVe  only  1  to  25  man-hours  to  develop 
1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction.  Figure  55  illustrates  that  niunber  of  years  as  an  instructor 
appeared  to  have  only  some  beating  on  instructional  development  time  estimates  and  Figure  56 
shows  these  estimates  were  only  marginally  effected  by  number  of  years  as  a  training  developer. 

When  asked  whether  responses  to  (Question  17,  regarding  number  of  man-hours  to  develop 
1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction,  were  a  guess  or  based  on  previous  experience,  62%  indicated 
previous  raperience  (Figure  57).  Overall,  military  more  often  than  civilians  indicated  that  they 
were  guessing  and  instructors  mote  often  than  training  developers  indicated  that  their  response  to 
(Question  17  was  a  guess  (Figure  58).  Ihose  respondents  with  less  years  as  an  instructor  were  more 
likely  to  call  their  response  a  guess  (Hgute  59),  and  those  respondents  with  less  than  1  year  as  a 
training  developer  were  more  likely  to  call  their  response  to  (^estion  17  a  guess  (Figure  60). 

When  queried  as  to  the  impact  that  the  recent  (or  anticipated)  decrease  in  the  number  of  training 
developers  will  have  on  the  quality  of  training  55%  of  the  2,622  respondents  indicated  that  there 
will  be  a  negative  impact,  9%  no  impact,  and  12%  a  positive  impact  (Figure  61).  Not  surprisingly 
training  developers  anticipated  the  greatest  negative  impact  (Figure  62). 

Respondents  were  asked  about  their  usage  of  computer  assisted  or  automated  training 
development,  if  they  had  been  requested  to  make  what  they  perceived  as  unnecessary  curriculum 
changes,  if  they  had  had  training  in  Systems  Approach  to  Training  (SAT)  or  the  Instructional 
Systems  Development  (ISD),  and  if  they  would  be  responsible  for  the  development  of  Soldier 
Development  Tests  (SDT)  on  1  October  1994.  These  questions  were  asked  to  ascertain  information 
concerning  potential  alternatives  which  may  be  suggested  to  compensate  for  the  paucity  of  training 
developers  at  TRADOC  installations,  if  a  problem  was  exposed  regarding  staff  time  to  conduct 
training  activities. 
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Figure  54.  Man-hours  estimated  to  develop  1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction  by 
current  position  (2,553  valid  cases). 
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A  Guess  Previous  Experience 

Multi  Development:  Guess  or  Experience? 

Figure  58.  Whether  answer  to  question  on  nuui-hours  to  develop  multimedia 
instruction  was  a  guess  or  based  on  previous  experience  by  current 
position  (2^564  valid  cases). 
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Multi  Development;  Guess  or  Experience? 

Figure  59.  Whether  answer  to  question  on  man-hours  to  develop  multimedia 
instruction  was  a  guess  or  based  on  previous  experience  by  number  of 
years  as  an  instructor  (2^53  valid  cases). 
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Multi  Development:  Guess  or  Experience? 


Figure  60.  Whether  answer  to  question  on  man-hours  to  devdop  multi-media 
instruction  was  a  guess  or  based  on  previous  experience  by  number  of 
years  as  a  training  developer  (2,304  valid  vases). 
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Impact  of  Decrease  in  Developers 

Figure  61.  What  impact  will  the  recent  ((n*  anticipated)  decrease  in  the  number  of 
training  developers  have  on  the  quality  of  training  at  your  post?  (Q19) 
(2,622  valid  cases). 
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Figure  62.  Impact  of  decrease  in  training  developers  by  current  position  (2,600 
valid  cases). 

Figure  63  shows  that  58%  of  the  2,614  respondents  to  (Question  20  are  already  using  some  form 
of  automated  training  development  system.  Compared  with  the  other  subgroups,  a  greater 
percentage  (70%)  of  civilian  developers  responded  affirmatively  to  the  use  of  automated  training 
development  However,  even  the  subgroup  responding  least  often  affirmatively,  military 
instructors,  indicated  greater  than  50%  usage  (Figure  64). 

Forty>eight  percent  (48%)  of  the  respondents  to  (Question  21  indicated  that  over  the  past  year 
they  were  requhed  to  make  uimecessary  curriculum  changes  (Figure  65).  There  were  no  major 
differences  among  subgroup  responses  to  this  question  (Figure  66). 

Figure  67  shows  that  51%  of  the  2,629  respondents  to  (Question  22  had  training  in  either  or 
SAT/ISD.  There  were  significant  differences  between  subgroup  responses  to  this  question 
(Hgure  68).  Almost  all  civilian  training  developers  (97%)  reported  training  in  SAT/ISD  wMe  only 
a  little  more  than  25%  of  the  military  instructors  had  this  training. 

Response  to  (Question  23,  on  whether  they  would  be  responsible  for  developing  SDTs  on 
1  Octolrer  1994,  brought  an  overwhelming  negative  response  (73%)  from  the  2,634  respondents 
(Figure  69).  Individuads  responding  affirmatively  to  this  question  were  more  likely  to  be  training 
developers  than  instructors  (Figure  70). 

Instructor  'Eme  Usage 

Instructors  were  queried  concerning  time  and  other  issues  related  to  their  positions  as 
instructors.  As  with  questions  concerning  training  development  characteristics,  the  purpose  of 
these  questions  was  to  collect  information  which  may  be  used  in  formulating  solutions  to  the 
potential  problem  of  insufficient  staff  time  for  training  activities. 
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Unnecessary  Curriculum  Changes? 

Figure  65.  In  die  past  year  have  you  been  required  to  make  dianges  in  the 
training  materials  whi^  you  thought  were  not  really  necessary? 
(Q21)  (2,617  valid  cases). 
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Training  in  SAT  and/or  ISD? 


figure  67.  Have  you  ever  had  training  in  the  System  Approach  to  Tiraining  SAT) 
and/or  Instructional  Sy^ms  Development  (ISD)?  (Q22)  (2^29  valid 
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Figure  68.  Received  training  in  System  Approach  to  Draining  (SAT)  and/or 
Instructional  Systems  Development  (ISD)  by  current  position  (2,606 
valid  cases). 
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Responsible  for  SAT  Development 


Figure  69.  On  1  October  1994,  will  you  be  responsible  for  developing  Soldier 
Development  Tests  (SA'K)?  (Q23)  (2,634  valid  cases). 


Responsible  for  SDT  Development 


Figure  70.  Responsibility  for  developing  Soldier  Development  Tests  (SD’K)  by 
current  position  (2,611  valid  cases). 


Figure  71  indicates  that  34%  of  2^15  respondents  spent  1  to  16  hours  on  platform  instructing, 
18%  17  to  24  hours,  30%  25  to  40  hours  and  11%  more  than  40  hours.  When  queried  about  time 
between  class  sessions,  24%  of  the  2,182  respondents  indicated  that  they  had  no  time  between  class 
sessions,  41%  responded  that  they  had  less  than  one  week,  15%  said  1  week,  10%  indicated 
2  weeks,  and  10%  reported  they  had  more  than  two  weeks  between  class  sessions  (Figure  72).  The 
amount  of  this  between  session  time  spent  on  developing  training  was  less  than  one  week  for  73% 
of  2,177  respondents  (Figure  73).  Hfty-eight  percent  (58%)  of  2,168  respondents  to  Question  27, 
concerning  average  number  of  students  in  classes,  responded  less  than  25,  while  19%  respontted 
45  or  more  (Figure  74). 

Military  Characteristics 

Information  was  collected  from  military  personnel  concerning  the  length  of  their  tour  of  duty 
and  whether  they  held  an  Additional  Skill  Identifier  (ASI)  to  be  an  instructor.  Figure  75  indicates 
that  63%  of  2,1 14  respondents  will  serve  at  their  duty  stations  between  2  and  3  years.  Figure  76 
shows  that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  respondents  (90%)  do  hold  the  proper  ASI  to  be  an 
instructor. 
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Hours  on  Platform  Instructing 

Figure  71.  Widiin  an  average  woilt  week,  bow  many  hours  do  you  spend  on 
platform  instructing  students?  (Q24)  (2,215  valid  cases). 
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Figure  73.  How  much  time  between  dass  sesaons  do  you  spend  developing 
training?  (Q26)  (2,177  vaUd  cases). 
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Figure  74.  What  is  the  average  number  of  students  in  the  classes  you  instruct? 
(Q27)  (2,168  vaUd  cases}. 
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Figure  76.  Do  you  hold  the  proper  Additional  Skill  Identifier  (ASI)  to  be  an 
instructor?  (Q29)  (2,143  valid  cases). 

Analysis  by  Location 

Aggregated  data  analyzed  by  location  showed  little,  if  any,  differences  between  sites. 
However,  alien  data  were  disaggregated  by  current  position  and  location,  differences  were  found. 
The  majority  of  variance  occurred  in  training  developers  subgroups,  both  military  and  civilian, 
amtmg  each  location.  Responses  from  military  instructors  were  most  consistent  from  location  to 
location  and  the  military/both  subgroup  responses  most  resembled  the  military  instructor 
reposes. 

Given  that  the  training  developer  subgroups,  even  when  combined,  are  approximately  only  one 
third  the  number  of  the  military  instructor  and  military/both  subgroups,  it  is  not  surprising  that  the 
training  developer  responses  are  not  tyiparent  when  the  data  are  aggregated.  More  importantly 
though,  as  the  total  population  of  the  training  developers  is  comparatively  limited,  tte  burden  of 
instructional  development  may  fall  to  the  instructors.  This,  of  course,  will  depend  on  tte  amount 
of  instructional  development  necessaiy  to  be  accomplished.  If  it  is  necessary  to  require  instructors 
to  perform  these  tasks,  instructor  responses  concerning  time  on  platform  instructing  and  estimated 
man-hours  to  develop  1  hour  of  paper-based  and  1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction,  indicate  that 
instructors  may  not  have  the  time,  nor  the  expertise  to  accomplish  these  tasks. 


Data  by  location  for  each  of  the  16  sites  appear  in  Appendices  D  through  S  as  follows: 


1.  Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds  (Appendix  D) 
2  Fort  Penning  (^pendix  E) 

3.  Fort  Bliss  (Appendix  F 

4.  Fort  Bragg  (Appendix  G) 

5.  Fort  Eustis  (Appendix  H) 

6.  Fort  Gordon  (Appendix  I) 

7.  Fort  Huachuca  (Appendix  J) 

8.  Fort  Knox  (Appendix  K) 

9.  Fort  Leavenworth  (Appendix  L) 

10.  Fort  Lee  (Appendix  M) 

1 1.  Fort  Leonard  Wood  (Appendix  N) 

12.  Fort  McClellan  (Append^  O) 

13.  Fort  Monmouth  (Appendix  P) 

14  Redstone  Arsenal  (Appendix  Q) 

15.  Fort  Rucker  (Appendix  R) 

16.  Fort  Sill  (Appendix  S) 


Prior  to  reviewing  these  data,  special  note  should  be  made  of  the  number  of  respondents  in  each 
subgroup  at  each  site  (see  page  1  of  each  site  appendix).  In  certain  cases  the  sample  size  by 
subgroup  is  quite  smalL  For  instance,  civilian  training  developer  respondents  at  Fort  Beiming 
indicated  that  they  performed  all  seven  instructional  development  activities  more  than  16  hours  per 
week  and  IS  time  per  year.  In  addition,  this  subgroup  was  most  accurate  in  estimating  number  of 
man-hours  required  to  develop  1  hour  of  paper-based  instruction  and  number  of  man-hours 
required  to  develop  1  hour  of  multimedia  instruction.  However,  a  perusal  of  the  frequency  chart  at 
the  front  of  Appendix  E  indicated  that  there  are  only  two  civilian  training  developers  in  the  sample. 
Similarly,  the  Fort  Rucker  data  (Appendix  R)  indicate  that  more  than  14  times  over  the  past  year 
military  training  developers  did  not  have  the  time  nor  the  expertise  to  conduct  all  seven  training 
development  activities.  The  sample  size  here  is  1.  The  small  sample  size  of  the  disaggregated  data 
will  alro  lead  to  increased  sampling  error,  which  was  not  a  problem  with  the  total  sample  that 
exceeded  2,5(X)  cases. 


Conclusions 

*  Though  the  responses  to  questions  concerting  lack  of  time  and/or  expertise  to  complete 
training  development  activities  ^pear  to  indicate  that  there  is  not  currently  a  problem,  this 
may  merely  reflect  that  the  majority  of  respondents  were  not  required  to  perform  these  tasks 
over  the  past  year.  These  tasks  may  be  going  undone. 

*  Responses  to  questions  concerning  man-hours  to  develop  1  hour  of  instruction  and  questions 
concerrting  traitting  in  SAT/ISD  indicate  civilian  trairting  developers  appear  to  have  a  better 
understanding  of  traitting  development  than  instructors. 

*  Military  instructors,  by  far  the  largest  subgroup  available  at  TRADOC  installations,  are  not 
curtentiy  revising  training  courses,  conducting  task  analyses/developing  new  traitting, 
validating  new  traitting,  developing  doctrine,  or  reviewing  contractor  training  and  appear  from 
te^xmses  to  questions  concaning  time  on  platform  and  SAT/ISD  experience  not  to  have  the 
time  nor  the  expertise  to  accomplish  these  tasks. 
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Recommendations 

1.  Ensure  that  a  training  evaluation  system  is  in  place  to  monitor  any  change  in  the  caliber  of 
training. 

2.  Determine  what  training  development  tasks  are  not  being  accomplished,  if  any. 

3.  If  a  training  deficiency  develops: 

•  Hire  additional  civilian  training  developers,  or 

•  Automate  training  development  (AS AT) 

•  Lengthen  instructor  tours 

•  Decrease  instructor  workload 

•  Eliminate  unnecessary  curriculum  revisions 

•  Increase  instructor  time  between  classes 

•  Provide  SAT  training  (possibly  through  video  teletraining)  to  instructors. 
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^  Appendix  A 

Instnictor/Training  Developer  Questionnaire 

i 

I 

|B 


A-O 


EXAMPLES 


For  questions  that  look  like  the  next  two  examples, 
blacken  the  circle  corresponding  to  the  answer  you 
selected. 

1.  What  is  your  gender? 

o  Male 
#  Female 


2.  For  the  following  statements, 
blacken  the  circle  corresponding 
to  the  answer  you  select. 


a.  The  command  has  a  separate  j 

Training  Office  iO  C  • 

b.  I  have  received  training  in  the  past 

year  P#C 

c.  I  have  developed  training  in  the  past 

year  #CQ 


Mark  ^^’70  32' 
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1 .  If  you  an  military,  what  is  your  MOS  code? 

Example:  Infantryman  would  be  1 1 B 


2.  If  you  are  military,  what  is  your  rank? 


o 

LTC 

o 

CW5 

O 

SFC 

o 

MAJ 

o 

CW4 

o 

SSG 

o 

CPT 

o 

CW3 

o 

SGT 

o 

1LT 

o 

CW2 

o 

Other 

o 

2LT 

o 

W02 

o 

CPL 

o 

W01 

o 

MSGT 

3.  If  you  are  a  civilian,  what  is  your  series? 

O  1750 
O  1712 
O  1701 
O  Other 


4.  if  you  are  a  civilian,  what  is  your  grade? 

O  GS-07 
O  GS-09 
O  GS-10 
O  GS-11 
O  GS-12 
O  GS- 13/1 4/1 5 
O  Other 


Where  are  you  stationed/located? 

O  Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds 
O  Ft.  Benning 
O  Ft,  Bliss 
O  Ft.  Bragg 
O  Ft.  Eustis 
O  Ft.  Gordon 
O  Ft.  Huachuca 
O  Ft.  Knox 
O  Ft.  Leavenworth 
O  Ft.  Lee 

O  Ft.  Leonard  Wood 
O  Ft.  McClellan 
O  Ft.  Monmouth 
O  Redstone  Arsenal 
O  Ft.  Rucker 
O  Ft.  Sill 


What  is  your  current  position? 

O  Instructor 
O  Training  developer 
O  Both 


How  many  years  have  you  been  in  your  present 
position? 

O  0-1 

O  2-4 

O  5-7  I 

O  8-10  i 

O  11  or  more  years  ! 


How  many  years  were  you  an  instructor  prior  to 
coming  to  your  present  position? 

O  0-1 

O  2-4 
O  5-7 

O  8-10 

O  1 1  or  more  years 

How  many  years  were  you  a  training  developer  | 
prior  to  coming  to  your  present  position?  I 

O  0-1 

O  2-4 
O  5-7 

O  8-10 

O  1 1  or  more  years 
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10.  within  an  ay«iaS£  work 
waak,  how  many  houra  do 
you  apand: 


a.  revising  lesson  plans  and 
practical  exercises 

b.  developing  new  lesson  plans 
and  practical  exercises 

c.  revising  training  courses 

d.  conducting  task  analyses  arr;'or 
designing  naw  training  courses 

e.  validating  new  training  courses 

f.  developing  doctrine 

g.  reviewing  contractor  produced 
training 


12. 


oololok 

ooioiok 

00|0|0j( 

bloioioK 


11. 


Within  the  last  year, 
approximately  how  many 
tinies  have  you  needed  to: 


a. 


c. 

d. 

e. 
i. 


revise  a  lesson  plan  and/or 
practical  exercise 
develop  new  lesson  plans 
and/or  practical  exercises 
revise  a  training  course 
conduct  a  task  analysis  and/or 
design  a  new  training  course 
validate  new  training 
develop  doctrine 
review  contractor  produced 
training 


Within  the  last  year, 
approximately  how  many 
times  have  you  needed  to 
do  the  following  tasks,  but 
were  unable  to  do  so  because 
you  didn't  have  the  TIME  to 
complete  the  task: 

a.  revise  a  lesson  plan  and/or 
practical  exercise 

b.  develop  new  lesson  plans 
and/or  practical  exercises 

c.  revise  a  training  course 

d.  conduct  a  task  analysis  and/or 
design  a  new  training  course 

e.  validate  new  training 

f.  develop  doctrine 

g.  review  contractor  produced 
training 


\ 

1 

o 

i 

o;o;o 

o 

o 

oloio 

1 

O! 

O 

0!o;o 

Oi 

o 

o!o:o 

Oi 

o 

oio:o 

OI 

o 

ooio 

t 

OI 

i 
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13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


16. 


Within  the  last  year, 
approximately  how  many 
times  have  you  needed  to 
do  the  following  tasks,  but 
were  unable  to  do  so  because 
you  didn't  have  the  EXPERTISE 
to  complete  the  task: 


a. 


c 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g- 


revise  a  lesson  plan  and/or 
practical  exercise 
develop  new  lesson  pk  ns 
and/or  practical  exercises 
revise  a  training  course 
conduct  a  task  analysis  and/or 
design  a  new  training  course 
validate  new  training 
develop  doctrine 
review  contractor  produced 
training 


OlOIOOiO 


OlOlOOOi 
OlOl 


lOlO 

OlO 

DjO 

QiO 


OiOOl 

00.01 


oolo 


Within  the  last  year,  how  many  times  have  you 
been  asked  to  determine  whether  a  field 
exercise  deficiency  was  a  schooihouse  or  unit 
problem? 

O  0 
O  1-3 
O  4-6 
O  7-9 

O  10  or  more 

How  many  manhours  would  you  need  to 
develop  one  hour  of  traditional  paper-based 
instruction? 

O  1-10 

O  11-25 
O  26-40 
O  41-49 
O  50  or  more 

Was  your  answer  to  question  15: 

O  a  guess 

O  based  on  previous  experience  developing 
traditional  paper-based  instruction 

How  many  manhours  would  you  need  to 
develop  one  hour  of  multimedia  instruction? 

O  1-25 
O  26-50 
O  51-100 

O  101-200 

O  201  or  more 

Was  your  answer  to  question  17: 

O  a  guess 

O  based  on  previous  experience  develooing 
multimedia  instruction 


t 

u 

b 


a"  -- 
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19.  What  impact  will  the  recent  (or  antic‘Qated) 
decrease  in  the  number  of  training  developers 
have  on  the  quality  of  training  at  your  post? 

O  Negative  impact 
O  No  impact 
O  Positive  impact 
O  Not  sure 


20.  Do  you  use  any  type  of  computer  assisted  or 
automated  training  development  system  when 
you  develop  instruction? 

O  Yes 
O  No 
O  Not  sure 


21.  In  the  past  year  have  you  been  required  to 
make  changes  in  the  training  materials  which 
you  thought  were  not  really  necessary? 

O  Yes 
O  No 
O  Not  sure 


22.  Have  you  ever  had  training  in  the  Systems 

Approach  to  Training  (SAT)  and/or  Instructional 
Systems  Design  (ISD)? 

O  Yes 
O  No 
O  Not  sure 


23.  On  1  October  1994  will  you  be  responsible  for 
developing  any  Soldier  Development  Tests 
(SDT)? 

O  Yes 
O  No 
O  Not  sure 


If  you  are  an  INSTRUCTOR  (civilian  or 
military),  please  proceed  to  Question  24. 

If  you  are  ngj  an  instructor,  but  you  are 
MILITARY  PERSONNEL,  please  skip  to 
Question  28. 

If  you  are  ngj  an  instructor,  and  you  are  a 
CIVILIAN,  you  have  completed  the 
questionnaire. 


FOR  INSTRUCTORS  ONLY: 

24.  Within  an  average  work  week,  how  many  hours 
do  you  spend  on  platform  instructing  students? 

O  0 
O  1-16 

O  17-24 
O  25-40 
O  More  than  40 


25.  How  much  time  do  you  have  between  class 
sessions? 

O  0 

O  Less  than  one  week 
O  1  week 
O  2  weeks 
O  More  than  2  weeks 


26.  How  much  time  between  class  sessions  do  you 
spend  developing  training? 

O  0 

O  Less  than  one  week 
O  1  week 
O  2  weeks 
O  More  than  2  weeks 


27.  What  is  the  average  number  of  students  in  the 
classes  you  instruct? 

O  10-15 
O  16-25 
O  26-35 
O  36-44 
O  45  or  more 


FOR  MILITARY  PERSONNEL  ONLY: 

28.  How  long  will  your  tour  of  duty  be  at  your 
current  job? 

O  1  year 
O  2  years 
O  3  years 
O  4  years 
O  More  than  4  years 


29.  Do  you  hold  the  proper  Additional  Skill  Identifier 
(ASt)  to  be  an  instructor? 

O  Yes 
O  No 


THANK  YOU  FOR  COMPLETING  THIS  QUESTIONNAIRE! 
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Appendix  B 

Respondents  by  Location 


B-O 


Tkble  B-1 


Respondents  by  Location 


Location 

Cl 

MI 

CD 

MD 

CB 

MB 

UK 

Total 

Aber 

OnBoaid 

60 

SI 

185 

805 

Quenkmnaires  Mailed 

19 

1 

59 

256 

Questionnaiies  Ydid 

12 

yy 

3 

9 

8 

23 

1 

155 

%Valid  Return 

61% 

Ben 

OnBoaid 

2 

1,357 

76 

53 

1,488 

Questionnaiies  Mailed 

2 

407 

23 

16 

448 

QuestkMmaiies  Valid 

20 

165 

2 

7 

2 

37 

4 

237 

%  Valid  Return 

53% 

Blis 

OnBoaid 

44 

299 

40 

38 

421 

Questionnaires  Mailed 

13 

91 

12 

12 

128 

Questionnaiies  Valid 

11 

62 

9 

5 

11 

25 

2 

125 

%VaUd  Return 

98% 

Brag 

OnBoaid 

67 

516 

69 

102 

754 

Questionnaiies  Mailed 

20 

153 

21 

30 

224 

Questionnaires  Valid 

19 

101 

15 

17 

9 

39 

4 

204 

%  Valid  Return 

91% 

Eos 

OnBoaid 

59 

502 

48 

141 

750 

Questionnaires  Mailed 

18 

150 

14 

42 

224 

Questkxinaires  Valid 

18 

85 

38 

13 

6 

25 

2 

187 

%  Valid  Return 

83% 

Gor 

OnBoaid 

158 

937 

46 

190 

1,331 

Questionnaires  Valid 

46 

270 

13 

55 

384 

Questionnaiies  Valid 

27 

195 

16 

42 

23 

57 

1 

361 

%  Valid  Return 

94% 

Hua 

OnBoaid 

35 

292 

57 

304 

688 

Questionnaires  Mailed 

11 

95 

19 

99 

224 

Questkmnaires  Valid 

5 

53 

19 

61 

9 

42 

1 

190 

%  Valid  Return 

85% 

Knox 

OnBoaid 

104 

794 

63 

73 

1,034 

Questionnaires  Mailed 

32 

246 

20 

22 

320 

Questionnaires  Valid 

32 

177 

14 

2 

10 

58 

4 

297 

%  Valid  Return 

93% 

Leav 

OnBoaid 

43 

238 

10 

19 

310 

Questkxuiaires  Mailed 

13 

74 

3 

6 

96 

Questionnaiies  Valid 

7 

41 

1 

3 

4 

12 

1 

69 

%  Valid  Return  72% 


Note«.  1.  d  =  GviUaii  Initnictor,  MI  =  Nditary  Instnictar,  CD  =  Qvilian  Training  Developer,  MD  =  Kfilitaiy  Training  Devdoper, 
CB  =  Civilian/Both,  MB  =  Mlitaiy/Both,  UK  =  Unknown. 

2.  Aber  =  Abenleea  Proving  Grounds,  Ben  =:  Fort  Benning,  BUs = Fort  Bliss,  Brag  =  Fort  Bragg,  Eus = Fort  Eustis,  Gor = Fort  Goitlon, 
Hua = Fort  Huachuca,  Kno*  =  Fort  Knox,  Leav  =  Fdrt  Leavenworth,  Lee = Fort  Lee,  LeoWo = Fort  Leonard  Wood,  McCI = Fort  McCWlan, 
Mon  s  Fort  Monmouth,  Reds = Redstone  Arsenal,  Ruck = Fort  Rucker,  SiO  =  Fort  SilL 


B-1 


Dabie  B-1  (Continued) 


Location 

Cl 

MI 

CD 

MD 

CB 

MB 

UK 

Total 

Lee 

OnBoaid 

6 

474 

36 

28 

544 

Questioiinaifes  Mailed 

2 

139 

11 

8 

160 

Questtonnaires  Wid 

7 

76 

11 

6 

4 

22 

0 

126 

%  VaUdRctorn 

T9% 

LcoWo 

On  Board 

36 

548 

22 

57 

663 

Questionnaires  Mailed 

10 

158 

7 

17 

192 

Questuxmaires  Valid 

9 

113 

6 

19 

8 

30 

1 

186 

%  Valid  Return 

97% 

McCl 

OnBoard 

12 

303 

30 

75 

420 

Questionnaires  Valid 

2 

63 

9 

13 

7 

31 

1 

126 

Questionnaires  Valid 

2 

63 

9 

13 

7 

31 

0 

125 

«  Valid  Return 

98% 

Mon 

OnBoard 

0 

26 

21 

30 

77 

Questionnaires  Mailed 

0 

11 

9 

12 

32 

Questionnaires  Valid 

0 

9 

4 

2 

3 

7 

1 

26 

«  Valid  Return 

81% 

Reds 

OnBoard 

50 

234 

60 

95 

439 

Questionnaiies  Mailed 

15 

68 

17 

28 

128 

Questionnaires  Valid 

9 

41 

7 

1 

15 

32 

2 

107 

«  Valid  Return 

84% 

Rock 

OnBoard 

52 

117 

77 

119 

365 

Questionnaires  Mailed 

14 

31 

20 

31 

96 

Questionnaires  Valid 

8 

14 

11 

1 

13 

29 

0 

76 

%  VaUd  Return 

79% 

SiO 

OnBoard 

58 

314 

53 

86 

511 

(Questionnaires  Mailed 

18 

98 

17 

27 

160 

(Questionnaires  Valid 

7 

60 

19 

11 

16 

46 

0 

160 

%  Valid  Return 

100% 

Unattributable 

13 

13 

Total  Onboard 

786 

7,430 

789 

1,595 

10,600 

(Questionnaires  Mailed 

237 

2,235 

241 

487 

3,200 

(Questionnaires  Valid 

193 

1,354 

184 

212 

148 

515 

38 

2,644 

Total  %  Valid  Return 

83% 

KgtCS-  1.  Cl  =  Civilian  Inatnictar,  MI  =  Military  Instructor,  CD  =  Qvilian  Training  Developer,  MD  =  Nfilitary  Training  Devdoper, 
CB = Civilian^otli,  MB  =  lifilitaiy/Both,  UK  =  Unknowa 

2.  Aber  =  Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds,  Ben = Fort  Benning,  BUs = Fort  Bliss,  Brag = Fort  Bragg,  Eus = Fort  Eusds,  Got = Fort  Gordon, 
Hua = Fort  Huachuca,  Knoa = Fort  Knox,  Leav = Fort  Leavenvrarth,  Lee = Fort  Lee,  LeoiWo = Fort  Leonard  Wood,  McCI = Fort  McCldlan, 
Moo  =  Fort  Monmouth,  Reds = Redstone  Arsenal,  Ruck  =  Fort  Rucker,  Sill  =  Fort  Sill 
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Appendix  C 

Military  Occupational  Specialty 


c-o 


»  Ul  M  ON  W 


r 


AAl 


18*  4  .2 

18A  9  . 3 

18B  42  1.6 

laC  18  .7 

180  25  -9 

18E  7  .3 

18F  29  1.1 

180  1  -0 

182  4  .2 

19*  1  .0 

190  56  2.1 

19K  63  2.4 

192  2  . 1 

21A  2  .1 

21B  10  .4 

23R  6  .2 

24K  1  *0 

24N  2  . 1 

24R  1  *0 

24T  21  .8 

25  4  .2 

25B  1  *0 

25C  9  .3 

250  1  •  0 

27*  3  .1 

27B  1  *0 

27E  5  .2 

27F  1  *0 

27G  1  *0 

27H  5  .2 

27J  4  .2 

27K  1  »0 

27M  3  .1 

27T  4  .2 

27X  1  *0 

272  2  .1 

29*  1  .0 

29E  11  •* 

29J  3  . 1 

29N  3  . 1 

29S  7  .3 

29V  3  . 1 

29W  12  . 5 

29Y  4  .2 

31  3  .1 

31*  4  .2 

31A  6  .2 

31C  13  .5 

31D  2  .1 

31F  5  .2 

31L  14  .5 

31M  18  .7 

31N  3  .1 


.2 

.3 

1.6 

.7 

.9 

.3 

1.1 

.0 

.2 

.0 

2.1 


2.4 

.1 

.1 

.4 

.2 

.0 

.1 

.0 

.8 

.2 

.0 

.3 

.0 

.1 

.0 

.2 

.0 

.0 

.2 

.2 

.0 

.1 

.2 

.0 

.1 

.0 

.4 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.1 

.5 

.2 

.1 

.2 

.2 

.5 

.1 

.2 

.5 

.7 

.1 


38.8 

39.1 
40.7 

41.4 

42.4 

42.6 

43.7 

43.8 

43.9 
43.9 

46.1 

48.4 

48.5 

48.6 
49.0 

49.2 

49.2 

49.3 

49.4 

50.2 

50.3 

50.3 

50.7 

50.7 

50.8 

50.9 
51.1 
51.1 

51.1 

51.3 

51.5 

51.5 

51.6 
51.8 

51.8 

51.9 
51.9 

52.3 

52.5 

52.6 
52.8 
53.0 

53.4 

53.6 

53.7 

53.8 
54.0 

54.5 

54.6 

54.8 
55.3 
56.0 

56.1 


Military  occupational  Specialty 


3  IP 

21 

.8 

31S 

.  23 

.9 

310 

49 

1.9 

31W 

19 

.7 

.8  56.9 

.9  57.8 

1.9  59.6 

.7  60.4 


C-2 


3iy 

23 

33R 

8 

33T 

3 

33Y 

11 

33Z 

1 

35 

4 

35A 

1 

35B 

1 

35C 

2 

35D 

8 

35G 

2 

35H 

2 

35Y 

2 

36L 

2 

37F 

4 

39* 

2 

39B 

6 

39C 

4 

39D 

1 

39E 

3 

39G 

4 

39V 

3 

42A 

1 

42B 

1 

43E 

7 

43M 

2 

44E 

23 

45B 

1 

45D 

1 

45E 

1 

45K 

28 

51* 

2 

51H 

13 

51M 

1 

51T 

2 

52C 

12 

52D 

13 

52G 

1 

52X 

13 

53B 

2 

54* 

1 

54B 

59 

55A 

1 

55B 

17 

55D 

5 

55Z 

1 

56A 

13 

57E 

3 

57F 

1 

.9  61.2 

.3  61.5 

.1  61.6 

.4  62.1 

.0  62.1 

.2  62.3 

.0  62.3 

.0  62.3 

.1  62.4 

.3  62.7 

.1  62.8 

.1  62.9 

.1  62.9 

.1  63.0 

.2  63.2 

.1  63.2 

.2  63.5 

.2  63.6 

.0  63.7 

.1  63.8 

.2  63.9 

.1  64.0 

.0  64.1 

.0  64.1 

.3  64.4 

.1  64.4 

.9  65.3 

.0  65.4 

.0  65.4 

.0  65.4 

1.1  66.5 

.1  66.6 

.5  67.1 

.0  67.1 

.1  67.2 

.5  67.6 

.5  68.1 

.0  68.2 

.5  68.6 

.1  68.7 

.0  68.8 

2.2  71.0 

.0  71.0 

.6  71.7 

.2  71.9 

.0  71.9 

.5  72.4 

.1  72.5 

.0  72.5 


AAl  Military  Occupational  Specialty 


6  T 

1 

62 

1 

62* 

1 

62B 

17 

62G 

1 

62H 

21 

63 

1 

63* 

3 

63B 

13 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.6 

.0 

.8 

.0 

.1 

.5 


.0  72.6 
.0  72.6 
.0  72.7 
.6  73.3 
.0  73.3 
.8  74.1 
.0  74.2 
.1  74.3 
.5  74.8 


C-3 


AAl 


63D 

11 

.4 

.4 

75.2 

63E 

42 

1.6 

1.6 

76.8 

63H 

30 

1.1 

1.1 

77.9 

63T 

41 

1.6 

1.6 

79.5 

63Z 

1 

.0 

.0 

79.5 

67B 

2 

.1 

.1 

79.6 

67J 

1 

.0 

.0 

79.6 

67N 

5 

.2 

.2 

79.8 

67R 

9 

.3 

.3 

80.1 

67S 

4 

.2 

.2 

80.3 

67T 

61 

2.3 

2.3 

82.6 

670 

19 

.7 

.7 

83.3 

67V 

4 

.2 

.2 

83.5 

67Y 

11 

.4 

.4 

83.9 

68* 

2 

.1 

.1 

84.0 

68F 

3 

.1 

.1 

84.1 

68J 

16 

.6 

.6 

84.7 

68K 

1 

.0 

.0 

84.7 

6eL 

3 

.1 

.1 

84.8 

68N 

2 

.1 

.1 

84.9 

68? 

7 

.3 

.3 

85.2 

68Q 

2 

.1 

.1 

85.2 

68R 

1 

.0 

.0 

85.3 

68X 

8 

.3 

.3 

85.6 

71* 

1 

.0 

.0 

85.6 

71L 

1 

.0 

.0 

85.7 

71M 

8 

.3 

.3 

86.0 

73C 

1 

.0 

.0 

86.0 

74* 

2 

.1 

.1 

86.1 

74A 

5 

.2 

.2 

86.3 

74B 

1 

.0 

.0 

86.3 

74C 

8 

.3 

.3 

86.6 

74D 

11 

.4 

.4 

87.0 

74? 

9 

.3 

.3 

87.4 

77? 

13 

.5 

.5 

87.9 

77L 

1 

.0 

.0 

87.9 

81C 

1 

.0 

.0 

87.9 

81Q 

1 

.0 

.0 

88.0 

82C 

4 

.2 

.2 

88.1 

83? 

1 

.0 

.0 

88.2 

88A 

1 

.0 

.0 

88.2 

88M 

19 

.7 

.7 

88.9 

88Z 

2 

.1 

.1 

89.0 

9  A 

1 

.0 

.0 

89.0 

Military  Occupational  Specialty 


9  Y 
9*Y 

90 

91 
91B 
91C 
91D 
91E 
91S 
92A 
92B 
92D 
92G 
92Y 


1 

1 

2 

3 
8 
1 
8 
1 
1 

17 

4 
1 
1 

31 


.0 

.0 

.1 

.1 

.3 

.0 

.3 

.0 

.0 

.6 

.2 

.0 

.0 

1.2 


.0  89.1 

.0  89.1 

.1  89.2 

.1  89.3 

.3  89.6 

.0  89.6 

.3  89.9 

.0  90.0 

.0  90.0 

.6  90.7 

.2  90.8 

.0  90.8 

.0  90.9 

1.2  92.1 


C-4 


in  «o 


Appendix  D 

Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds 


D-O 


ABERDEEN  PROVING  GROUNDS 


Valid 

ClUB 

Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Inatructor/Civll Ian 

1.00 

12 

7.7 

7.8 

7.8 

Inatructor/Nllltary 

2.00 

99 

63.9 

64.3 

72.1 

TraDev/Civ Ilian 

3.00 

3 

1.9 

1.9 

74.0 

TraOev/Mllitary 

4.00 

9 

5.8 

5.8 

79.9 

Both/Civilian 

5.00 

8 

5.2 

5.2 

85.1 

Both/Hilltary 

6.00 

23 

14.8 

14.9 

100.0 

• 

1 

.6 

Missing 

Total 

155 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  154 

Missing  cases  1 

Ban  omlled  on  yaphs  iwaaring  on  ^  foBowng  pages  ndfcate  a  maan  0#  0  hou8  or  0  times  reportad  by  the 


Some  S<»<oc 


! 

i 

I 


5 


- —  .  p  —  I  —  t -  I  —  '  I  I -  I 

InstrudoiyCiviian  TraDev/Civiiian  Both/Civttan 

Instructor/Mifitafy  TraOev/Mflitary  Both/Miiitary 


■■■Hours  revising 
lesson  plans  &PEs 

IH  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 


■1  Hours  revising 
training  courses 

H  hlours  task  analysis 
&newtrair^ 

IH  Hours  validating  new 
training 

Is  Hours  developing 
doctrine 


Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

ABERDEEN  1=0  Hours  2=1-4  Hours  3=5-8  Hours  4=9-16  Hours 


5.0 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/Civiiian  Both/Civilian 


Instructor/Mifitary  TraDev/MiMary  Both/Military 


■■I  Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 

H  Times  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 


Hi  Times  revising  a 
training  course 


Times  task  analysis 
and  new  training 


Times  validate  new 
training 


Times  develop 
doctrine 


^8  Times  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

ABERDEEN  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


D-2 


L. 


Some  Svnc 


instruciof/Civian  TraOev/Civiian  Both/Civian 

Instructof/MiMary  TraDev/Military  Both/k^itaiy 

CURRENT  POSITION 

ABERDEEN  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis&new 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
trafoing 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  traning 


Instructor/Civiiian  TraDev/CIviian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraOev/MiNtary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

Ino  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


ABERDEEN  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


D-3 


3  0)  (D  S 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 

5.0  T - 


4.01 


3.01 


2.01 


Instructor/Civflian  TraDev/Civiiian  Both/Civtiian 


Instmctor/Military  TraDev/MiKtary  Bothi'Military 


CURRENT  POSITION 

ABERDEEN  1=1-10  2=11-25  3=26-40  4=41-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 

M  SO] - 

e 

a 

n 

4.0- 


3.01 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/Civiiian  Both/Civiian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 


CURRENT  POSITION 

ABERDEEN  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


D-4 


FT.  BENNING 


Value  Label 

Value 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

Instructor/Military 

2.00 

TraDev/Clvll Ian 

3.00 

TraDev/Military 

4.00 

Both/clvillan 

5.00 

Both/Mllltary 

6.00 

e 

Total 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cum 

Percent 

20 

8.4 

8.6 

8.6 

165 

69.6 

70.8 

79.4 

2 

.8 

.9 

80.3 

7 

3.0 

3.0 

83.3 

2 

.8 

.9 

84.1 

37 

15.6 

15.9 

100.0 

4 

1.7 

Missing 

237 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  233  Missing  cases  4 


tjsiS- Ban  otnitad  on  graphs  appearing  on  the  foflowing  pages  indcate  a  mean  ol  0  houn  or  0  times  reported  by  the 
subgro^)  for  that  training  development  activity. 


E-1 


3fil(DS  3fll<DS 


Hours  revising 
lesson  plans  &PEs 


Instnidor/Civiiian  TraOev/Civian  Both/Civian 

Instructor/MRitary  TraDev/Military  Both/Miitafy 


I  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 

I  Hours  revising 
training  courses 


■I  Hours  task  analysis 
&  new  training 


Hours  validating  new 
training 


Hours  developing 
doctrine 


Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

BENNING  1=0  Hours  2=1-4  Hours  3=5-8  Hours  4=9-16  Hours  5>16  Hours 


tmm  Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 

H  Times  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 

H  Times  revising  a 
training  course 

IH  Times  task  analysis 
and  new  training 

IH  Times  validate  new 
training 

Times  develop 
doctrine 

IHTimes  review 
contmctor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

‘■  '-NNING  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Tunes  5=>15 


E-2 


30I(0S  3»(I>S 


■■■  NO  TIME  to  revise 


Instructor/Miiitary  TraDev/Military  Both/Mffitaiy 

CURRENT  POSITION 

BENNING  1-0  Times  2=  1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times  5=>15 


H  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

■  no  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

■  no  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

■  no  expertise  task 

analysis  or  design 

■  no  EXPERTISE 
vcriidate  new  train 

9  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

■  no  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 

Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/Civian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/MWtary  TraDev/Military  Both/MSitary 

CURRENT  POSITION 

BENNING  1=0  Times  2=  1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


E-3 


30><DS  30»(DS 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


5.0 


4.0i 


Instnictor/Civiian  TraDev/Civian  BotiVCivian 

Instructor/Military  TreOev/Mifitafy  Both/MBUary 


CURRENT  POSITION 

BENNING  1»10  2=11-25  3=2&40  4=41-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOURS  1  HOURS  MULTIMEDIA 


Instructor/Military  TraDev/MHHaiy  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

BENNING  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


E-4 


FT.  BLISS 


Value  Label 

Value 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

Instructor/Mil i tary 

2.00 

TraDev/Civilian 

3.00 

TraDev/Mil itary 

4.00 

Both/Clvllian 

5.00 

Both/Military 

6.00 

• 

Total 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cun 

Percent 

11 

8.8 

8.9 

8.9 

62 

49.6 

50.4 

59.3 

9 

7.2 

7.3 

66.7 

5 

4.0 

4.1 

70.7 

11 

8.8 

8.9 

79.7 

25 

20.0 

20.3 

100.0 

2 

1.6 

Missing 

125 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  123  Missing  cases  2 


Ban  omittad  on  graphs  appearing  on  ttw  fdowing  pages  indcate  a  mean  of  0  hours  or  0  times  rapofted  by  the 
subgroup  for  that  training  devdopmant  activity. 


■■■  Hours  revising 


Instructor/Military  TraDev/Mititary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


BLISS  1=0  Hours  2=1-4  Hours  3=5-8  Hours  4=9-16  Hours  5>16  Hours 


f^m  Times  revising 


Instructor/Military  TraDev/Miiitary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


BLISS  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10Times  4=11-14  Times  5=>14 


F-2 


SttffiS  3Q><DS 


MM  NO  TIME  to  revise 


5.0 


4.0i 


3.0  ^ 


Instruclor/Civffian  TraOev/dviOan  Both/Civian 

Instructor/Mitary  TraDev/Mitary  Both/Militaiy 


lesson  pim  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  pirns 

I  NO  TIIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis&new 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
training 

1  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

BLISS  1*0  Times  2*1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4*1 1-14  Times  5=>14  Times 


■H  NO  EXPERTISE  to 


5.0 


4.0i 


revise  lesson  plan 


NO  EXPERTISE  to 


develop  new  lesson 


■  no  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 


3.0i 


analysis  or  design 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/MHitary  TraOev/Military  Both/Military 


NO  EXPERTISE 


validate  new  train 


NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

NO  EXPERTISE  review 


contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

BUSS  1*0  Times  2*1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


F-3 


=ib>(dS  sttoS 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 


Instructor/Military  TraDev/MjNtaty  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

BUSS  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


F-4 


Appendix  G 
Fort  Bragg 


G-O 


FT.  BRAGG 


Value  Ziabel 

Value 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

Instructor/Military 

2.00 

TraOev/Civil ian 

3.00 

TraDev/Military 

4.00 

Both/Civilian 

5.00 

Both/Nil itary 

6.00 

• 

Total 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cub 

Percent 

19 

9.3 

9.5 

9.5 

101 

49.5 

50.5 

60.0 

IS 

7.4 

7.5 

67.5 

17 

8.3 

8.5 

76.0 

9 

4.4 

4.5 

80.5 

39 

19.1 

19.5 

100.0 

4 

2.0 

Missing 

204 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  200  Missing  cases  4 


Bare  omitted  on  graphs  appearing  on  the  folowing  pages  incficate  a  mean  of  0  hous  or  0  times  repotted  by  the 

subgroup  for  that  training  development  activity. 


Some 


Instructor/Civilian  TraOev/Civian  Both/Civian 

Instructor/Militaiy  TraOev/Mitary  Both/MiHary 


■■■Hours  revising 
lesson  plans  &PEs 

H  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 

Hi  Hours  revising  train 
ing  courses 


Hi  Hours  task  analysis 
&  new  training 


Hi  Hours  validating  new 
training 


Hours  developing 
doctrine 


IH  Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

BRAGG  1=0  Hours  2=1-4  Hours  3=5-8  Hours  4=9-16  Hours 


■■■  Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 

Hi  Times  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 


HI  Times  revising  a 
training  course 


I  Times  task  analysis 
and  new  truning 


Times  validate  new 
training 


Times  develop 
doctrine 


Times  review 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Military  TraOev/Military  Both/Military 


CURRENT  POSITION 

BRAGG  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=3-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


G-2 


Institictor/Civiiian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/MilHary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

BRAGG  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times 


I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new  train 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
training 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Civilian  TiaDev/Civirian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Mifitary  TraDev/Milhary  Both/MilKary 

CURRENT  POSITION 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

1  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


BRAGG  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


G-3 


M 

e 

a 

n 

4.0 


3.0 


2.0 


1.0 

Instructor/CiviGan  TraDev/CiviNan  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/MiKtary  TraDev/Mffitary  Both/Militafy 

CURRENT  POSITION 

BRAGG  1=1-10  2=11-25  3=26-40  4=41-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 

^  5.0 

e 

a 

n 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/CiviGan  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 


CURRENT  POSITION 

BRAGG  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


G-A 


Appendix  H 


Fort  Eustis 


FT.  EUSTIS 


Value  Label 

Value 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

Instructor/Hil Itary 

2.00 

TraDev/Clvilian 

3.00 

TraDev/Mil itary 

4.00 

Both/Civilian 

5.00 

Both/Military 

6.00 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cud 

Percent 

18 

9.6 

9.7 

9.7 

85 

45.5 

45.9 

55.7 

38 

20.3 

20.5 

76.2 

13 

7.0 

7.0 

83.2 

6 

3.2 

3.2 

86.5 

25 

13.4 

13.5 

100.0 

2 

1.1 

Hissing 

Total  187  100.0  100.0 

Valid  cases  185  Missing  cases  2 


Nnte.  Bais  omittad  on  graphs  appearing  on  the  foBowing  pages  kitfieate  a  mean  cl  Ohous  or  0  times  reported  by  the 
sub^oif)  for  that  training  dmel^inent  activity. 


SVCDC 


5.0 


4.0-^ 


Instnictor/CMSan  TraDev/Civiljan  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 


mmm  Hours  revising 
lesson  plans  &PEs 

■I  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 


I  Hours  revising 
training  courses 


I  Hours  task  analysis 
&  new  training 


Hours  validating  new 
training 


Hours  developing 
doctrine 


IH  Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

EUSTIS  1=0  Hours  2=1-4  Hours  3=5-8  Hours  4=9-16  Hours 


5.0 


4.0  H 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 


mm  Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 

Hi  Times  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 


HI  Times  revising  a 
training  course 


Times  task  analysis 
and  new  training 


Times  validate  new 
training 


Times  develop 
doctrine 


Times  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

EUSTIS  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times 


H-2 


3fl><DS  30>AS 


instmdor/Civilian  TraOev/Civiiian  Both/Civilian 

Instmctor/Military  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

EUSTIS  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times 


NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


M  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

■  no  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

■  no  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

■  no  expertise  task 
analysis  or  design 

■no  expertise 

valkiate  new  train 

O  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/MHKary  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


EUSTIS  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


M  5° 
e 
a 
n 

4.0 


3.0 


2.0 


1.0 

Instmctoi/Ch/ian  TraOev/Civiiian  Both/Civffian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/MiMary  Both/MHitary 

CURRENT  POSITION 

EUSTIS  1=1-10  2=11-25  3=26-40  4=41-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 

^  5.0^ - 

B 

a 

n 

4.0- 


3.0  H 


Irrstructor/Civiiian  TraDev/CiviSan  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/Military  Both/MHitary 


CURRENT  POSITION 

EUSTIS  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


H-4 


I 

I 

I 

I 


Appendix  I 
Fort  Gordon 


i-o 


FT.  GORDON 


Value  Ziabel 

Instructor/Civilian 
Instructor/Nllitary 
TraDev/Civlllan 
TraDev/Mi 1 it ary 
Both/Civilian 
Both/Mll Itary 


Valid  cases  360 


Valid  Cum 


Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

1.00 

27 

7.5 

7.5 

7.5 

2.00 

195 

54.0 

54.2 

61.7 

3.00 

16 

4.4 

4.4 

66.1 

4.00 

42 

11.6 

11.7 

77.8 

5.00 

23 

6.4 

6.4 

84.2 

6.00 

57 

15.8 

15.8 

100.0 

• 

1 

.3 

Hissing 

Total 

361 

100.0 

100.0 

Missing  cases  1 


lilsts- Bars  omitted  on  graphs  appearing  on  the  following  pages  indicate  a  mean  of  0  hours  or  0  times  reported  bv  the 
subgroi^  for  that  training  development  activity. 


3fi>(DS  30>(DS 


Hours  revising 


lesson  plans  &PEs 

I  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 

I  Hours  revising 
trairting  courses 

I  Hours  task  analysis 
&  new  training 

i  Hours  validating  new 
training 

I  Hours  developing 
doctrine 

I  Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Military  TraDev/MStary  Both/Mffitary 


CURRENT  POSITION 

GORDON  1^0  Hours  2-1-4  Hours  3=5-8  Hours  4=9-16  Hours 


Mi  Times  revising 


Instructor/Military  TraOev/MiNtary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


GORDON  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times 


1-2 


Some  S®wc 


instructor/Civlan  TraOev/Civlian  Both/Civlan 

Instructor/Mitary  TraOev/Mitary  Both/Miltaiy 

CURRENT  POSITION 

G0R130N  1*0  Timas  2=1-5  Timas  3=6-10  Timas  4=1 1-14  Timas 


I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
training 

i  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
vaHdate  new  train 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Civilian  TraOev/CivHian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/Military  Both/MHitary 

CURRENT  POSITION 


GORDON  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


1-3 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


Instnictoi/Civian  TraDev/Civian  Both/Civian 

Instructor/Military  TraOev/MHitary 


Both/Military 


CURRENT  POSITION 

GORDON  1=1-10  2=11-25  3=26-40  4=41-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOUR  :  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 


o^ 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/CiviHan  Both/CKriflan 


Instrictor/Military  TraDev/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

GORDON  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


Appendix  J 
Fort  Huachuca 


J-0 


FT.  HUACHUCA 


Valid 

Cun 

Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

5 

2.6 

2.6 

2.6 

Instructor/Hilitary 

2.00 

53 

27.9 

28.0 

30.7 

TraOev/Civil ian 

3.00 

19 

10.0 

10.1 

40.7 

TraDev/Mil itary 

4.00 

61 

32.1 

32.3 

73.0 

Both/Civilian 

5.00 

9 

4.7 

4.8 

77.8 

Both/Mllltary 

6.00 

42 

22.1 

22.2 

100.0 

• 

1 

.5 

Missing 

Total 

190 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  189  Missing  cases  1 


N<ye.  Bars  omiUed  on  graphs  appearing  on  the  following  pages  indicate  a  mean  of  0  hours  or  0  times  reported  by  the 
«]cgro^p  for  ttwt  tiaining  developtnent  actMty. 


J-1 


3CD(dSI 


5.0 


4.0  i 


—  , - I  —  I  —  I  —  I  — 

Instructor/Civilian  TraOev/Civian  Both/Civilian 


Instructor/MiNtary  TraOav/Military  Both/MiGtary 


■  Hours  revising 
lesson  plans  &PEs 

I  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 

I  Hours  revising 
training  courses 

I  Hours  task  analysis 
&  new  training 

I  Hours  validating  new 
training 

I  Hours  developing 
doctrine 

I  Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

HUACHUCA  1^0  Hours  2-1-4  Hours  3^5-8  Hours  4-9-16  Hours 


Instructor/Civifian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Mllitary  TraDev/MiNtary  Both/Military 


■■■  Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 

IH  Times  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 


IHTimes  revising  a 
training  course 


H  Times  task  analysis 
and  new  training 


Times  validate  new 
training 


Times  develop 
doctrine 


Times  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

HUACHUCA  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


J-2 


30)<DS  3fl)(DS 


Instnjctor/Civilian  TraDev/CMfian  Both/Civilian 

Instmctor/Milftary  TraDev/MHitary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

HUACHUCA  1=0  Timas  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
training 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
vaRdate  new  train 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/MiRtary  Both/MiRtary 

CURRENT  POSITION 


HUACHUCA  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


J-3 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 


Appendix  K 
Fort  Knox 


K-O 

I 


FT.  KNOX 


Value  Label 

Valid 

Cud 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

32 

10.8 

10.9 

10.9 

Instructor/Military 

2.00 

177 

59.6 

60.4 

71.3 

TraDev/civil Ian 

3.00 

14 

4.7 

4.8 

76.1 

TraDev/Ni 1 Itary 

4.00 

2 

.7 

.7 

76.8 

Both/Civilian 

5.00 

10 

3.4 

3.4 

80.2 

Both/Hil itary 

6.00 

58 

19.5 

19.8 

100.0 

e 

4 

1.3 

Missing 

Total 

297 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  293  Missing  cases  4 


Bara  omitted  on  grapte  appearing  on  the  folowing  pages  incScate  a  mean  of  zero  hours  or  zero  times  reported 
ty  the  subgroup  for  that  training  development  adMiy. 


sttoS!  30)a>S 


iMi  Times  revising 


Instmctor/Militaiy  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

KNOX  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Tinres  4=11-14  Times  5>14  Times 


K-2 


30»<o2  3a>®2 


5.0 


4.0H 


3.0 


2.0  i 


I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new  train 

iNOTIMEtovaNdate 

training 

i  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  traning 


Instruclor/CiviRan  TraDev/Civian  Both/Civilian 

Instruclor/Mitary  TraOev/Mffitary  Both/MKtary 

CURRENT  POSITION 

KNOX  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


mNo  expertise  to 


revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to  deve 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

KNOX  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


K-3 


3fi)(DS  3n(PS 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


Insinictor/Civian  TraDev/Civlan  Bolh/Civlan 

Instmclor/Military  TraOev/MKtaiy  Both/Mitary 


CURRENT  POSITION 

KNOX  2311-25  3326-40  4341-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 

5.0 

4.0 

3.0 

2.0 

1.0 

Instructor/MiKtary  TraDev/Mffitary  Both/Mffitary 


tnstructoi/Civiian  TraOev/dvian  Both/Civflian 


CURRENT  POSITION 

KNOX  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


K-4 


Appendix  L 
Fort  Leavenworth 


1^0 


FT.  LEAVENWORTH 


Valid 

Cun 

Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

7 

10.1 

10.3 

10.3 

Instructor/Mll Itary 

2.00 

41 

59.4 

60.3 

70.6 

TraDev/clvil ian 

3.00 

1 

1.4 

1.5 

72.1 

TraDev/Mll itary 

4.00 

3 

4.3 

4.4 

76.5 

Both/Clvlllan 

5.00 

4 

5.8 

5.9 

82.4 

Both/Military 

6.00 

12 

17.4 

17.6 

100.0 

e 

1 

1.4 

Missing 

Total 

69 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  68  Missing  cases  1 


Note.  Bars  omitted  on  graphs  appealing  on  the  folowing  pages  indicate  a  mean  of  0  hours  or  0  times  reported  by  the 
subgroup  fcir  that  training  development  activity. 


L-1 


aaaS  sototS 


mmm  Hours  revising 


5.0 


4.0i 


IrtstmctotfCivian  TraOev/Civlian  Both/Civian 

Imtructor/Mitafy  TiaOev/Mitafy  Both/Mitary 


lesson  plans  &PEs 

Hi  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 


I  Hours  revising 
training  courses 


Hours  task  analysis 
Anew  training 


Hi  Hours  vacating  new 
training 


Hours  developmg 


doctrine 


Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

LEAVENWORTH  1>0  Hours  2-1-4  Hours  3-5-B  Hours  4^9-16  Hours 


■■■  Tunes  revising 


Instructor/Military  TraDev/Mlitary  Both/Military 


CURRENT  POSITION 

LEAVENWORTH  1*0  Times  2*1-5  Times  3*6-10  Times  4*1 1-14  Times 


L-2 


=ltt(DS  =iQ)(DS 


Instructor/Civifian  TraOev/CiviSan  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Miiitafy  TraDav/MWtary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

LEAVENWORTH  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
training 

i  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

1  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


Instrudor/dvOian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

Instnictor/MiUtary  TraOev/Myitary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


LEAVENWORTH  1=0Time8  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


L-3 


Soac  Some 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 

5.01 - 


4.bH 


InstrudoiyCivian  TraOev/Civian  Both/Civian 

Instriictor/Mtttary  TraDev/MilKaiy  Both/MHitary 

CURRENT  POSITION 

LEAVENWORTH  1=1-10  2=11-25  3=26-40  4=41-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 


Instmctor/CivSian  TraDev/CivKan  Both/Civilian 

Instrudor/Mflitary  TraDev/MiNtary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


LEAVENWORTH  1*1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


L-4 


Appendix  M 
Fort  Lee 


M-0 


FT.  LEE 


Valid 

Cun 

Value  Label 

Value  Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Instructor/Civll Ian 

1.00 

7 

5.6 

5.6 

5.6 

Instructor/Nil itary 

2.00 

76 

60.3 

60.3 

65.9 

TraDev/Clvll Ian 

3.00 

11 

8.7 

8.7 

74.6 

TraDev/Mll Itary 

4.00 

6 

4.8 

4.8 

79.4 

Both/Civil Ian 

5.00 

4 

3.2 

3.2 

82.5 

Both/Nil Itary 

6.00 

22 

17.5 

17.5 

100.0 

Total 

126 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  126 

Missing  cases 

0 

M-1 


3(»(DS  SfilCDS 


MM  Hours  revising 


5.0 


4.0-^ 


Instructor/Civian  TraDev/Civian  Bolh/Civian 

Instructor/MiKtary  TraDev/Mtttary  Both/Mitary 


lesson  plans  &PEs 

IH  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 


I  Hours  revising 
training  courses 


I  Hours  task  analysis 
&  new  training 


Hours  validating  new 
trainirtg 


doctrine 


Hours  reviewing 
contractor  trairting 


CURRENT  POSITION 

LEE  1s0  Hours  2=1*4  Hours  3=5-6  Hours  4=9-16  Hours 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 

Instructor/Mifitary  TraOev/MiKtary  Both/Military 


Instructor/Civiiian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/CivKan 


MM  Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 


Times  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 


H  Times  revising  a 
training  course 


H  Times  task  analysis 
and  new  training 


Hi  Times  validate  new 
training 


Times  develop 
doctrine 


HI  Times  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

LEE  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times 


M-2 


Some 


5.0 


4.0 


3.0 


IfMtnictor/Civttan  TtaOev/Civian  Both/Cn/ian 

Instnictor/Mitary  TraDev/Military  Both/Mitary 


■  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new  train 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
training 

1  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

LEE  1-0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


5.0 


4.0 


3.0 


2.0 


1.0 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

i  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

LEE  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


M-3 


SAICDS  30)(DS 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 

5.0 - 

4.0- 

3.0 

2.0 

1.0. 

Instruciof/Civian  TraD«v/Civfan  BothACivfan 

Instmctor/MHitary  TraOev/Militaiy  Both/Mitary 

CURRENT  POSITION 

LEE  1-1-10  2-11-25  3a26-40  4a41-49  SsSOormore 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 


InstnictortCivian  TreOev/Civian  Both/Civilian 

InstructoiyMiltary  TraDav/MHitary  Both/MiTitary 

CURRENT  POSITION 


LEE  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


M-A 


Appendix  N 
Fort  Leonard  Wood 


N-O 


FT.  LEONARD  WOOD 


Value  Label 

Value 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

Instructor/Military 

2.00 

TraOev/clvil ian 

3.00 

TraOev/Mil itaxy 

4.00 

Both/Civilian 

5.00 

Both/Military 

6.00 

Total 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cud 

Percent 

9 

4.8 

4.9 

4.9 

113 

60.8 

61.1 

65.9 

6 

3.2 

3.2 

69.2 

19 

10.2 

10.3 

79.5 

8 

4.3 

4.3 

83.8 

30 

16.1 

16.2 

100.0 

1 

.5 

Missing 

186 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  185  Missing  cases  1 


Some 


■M  Hours  revising 
lesson  plwis  &PEs 

Hi  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 

H  Hours  revising 
training  courses 

Hi  Hours  task  analysis 
&  new  training 

iH  Hours  validating  new 
training 

Hours  developing 
doctrine 

H  Hours  reviewirrg 
contractor  training 

Instrudor/Civian  TraDev/Civian  Both/Civian 

Instructor/Mitary  TraOev/MMtary  Both/MKtary 

CURRENT  POSITION 

LEO.WOOO  1^0  Hours  2-1-4  Hours  3^5-8  Hours  4^9-16  Hours 


Instructor/Chrifian  TraOev/Civttan  BottVCh/ian 

Instructor/Military  TraOev/Mitary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

LEO.WOOO  1*0Tknes  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times  5>14 


I  Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 

I  Times  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 

iTimesrevisiirga 
training  course 

iTimes  task  analysis 
andnewtrair^ 

iTimes  vaMate  new 
training 

ITimes  d 
doctrine 

ITimes  review 
contractor  tinning 


N-2 


sttoiS  sttoS 


I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new 

iNOTIMEtovafidate 

training 

i  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

LEO.WOOO  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11=14  Times 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

1  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 
LEO.WOOD  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


N-3 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


Instnictor/Civllan  TraDev/Civian  Both/CK/ian 

Instructor/Mifitary  TraDev/MKitaty  Both/Mitary 


CURRENT  POSITION 

LEO. WOOD  1=M0  2-U-25  3=26-40  4=41-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 


Instructor/dvian  TreOev/Civian  Both/dvian 


Instructor/Mflitary  TreDev/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

LEO.WOOD  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


Appendix  O 
Fort  McCleUan 


0-0 


FT.  McClellan 


Valus  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cum 

Percent 

Inatructor/Civil Ian 

1.00 

2 

1.6 

1.6 

1.6 

Inatructor/Military 

2.00 

63 

50.4 

50.4 

52.0 

TraDev/Clvll ian 

3.00 

9 

7.2 

7.2 

59.2 

TraDev/Mll Itary 

4.00 

13 

10.4 

10.4 

69.6 

Both/Civilian 

5.00 

7 

5.6 

5.6 

75.2 

Both/Mll Itary 

6.00 

31 

24.8 

24.8 

100.0 

Total 

125 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  caaea  125 

Mlaalng  caaea  0 

Bare  omitted  on  graphs  appearing  on  the  foBowing  pages  Mkate  a  mean  of  0  hours  or  0  times  reported  by  the 
subgroup  for  that  training  devebpriwrit  activity. 


0-1 


afl>(DS!  3a>a>S 


Instructor/Civffian  TraOav/Civiian  Both/Civian 

Instructor/Miftary  TraDev/Mitaiy  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

McClellan  1=0  Hours  2-1-4  Hours  3a5-8  Hours  4^9-16  Hours 


■  Hours  revising 
lesson  plans  &PEs 

I  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 

I  Hours  revising 
trainms  courses 

I  Hours  task  analysis 
&  new  training 

I  Hours  valiclating  new 
Mning 

i  Hmjrs  developing 
doctrine 

I  Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Civilian  TraOev/Civilian  Both/CiviKan 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/MHitary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 

^iTimes  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 

Hi  Times  revising  a 
training  course 

Hi  Times  task  analysis 
and  new  training 

Times  validate  new 
training 

Times  develop 
doctrine 

■■Times  review 
contractor  training 


McClellan  1=0  Times  2*1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


0-2 


3D)<DS  3BH®2 


5.0 


NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 


Instructor/CiviGan  TraOev/Civian  Both/Civflian 


Insiructor/MiHtary  TraDev/MHHary  Both/Mifitary 


I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
training 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

McClellan  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


M  NO  EXPERTISE  to 


5.0 


4.0H 


Instructor/CivWan  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

1  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


McClellan  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


0-3 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


5.0 


4.0  i 


3.0  i 


Instnictor/Civian  TraDev/Civian  Both/Civian 


Instnictor/MilMafy  TraDev/MiGtary  Both/MStary 


CURRENT  POSITION 

McClellan  1=1-10  2=11-25  3=26-40  4=41-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 


Instructor/Civilian  TraDev/Civian  Both/Civian 

Inatructor/Mitary  TraOev/Mitary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 


McClellan  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  mote 


0-4 


Appendix  P 
Fort  Monmouth 


I 

I 

I 

I 

I 


p-o 


FT.  MONMOUTH 


Value  Label 

Value 

Instructor/Military 

2.00 

TraDev/Civllian 

3.00 

TraDev/Mll itary 

4.00 

Both/Civilian 

S.OO 

Both/Military 

6.00 

• 

Total 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cun 

Percent 

9 

34.6 

36.0 

36.0 

4 

15.4 

16.0 

52.0 

2 

7.7 

8.0 

60.0 

3 

11.5 

12.0 

72.0 

7 

26.9 

28.0 

100.0 

1 

3.8 

Missing 

26 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  25  Missing  cases  1 


Ngfi.  Bare  omitted  on  graphs  appearing  on  the  foOowing  pages  indicate  a  mean  of  0  hours  or  0  times  reported  bv  the 

subgroup  for  that  training  development  activity.  ' 


P-1 


3tt(DS  30>(DS 


Hours  revising 
lesson  plans  &PEs 


5.0 


4.0i 


Hi  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 


Hours  revising 
traming  courses 


Instruclor/Milary  TraDevAMtary  Both/Mitary 

TraOev/Civlian  Both/CKnKan 


I  Hours  task  analysis 
&new  training 

I  Hours  vaidating  new 
training 


doctrine 


Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

MONMOUTH  laO  Hours  2al-4  Hours  3a5-8  Hours  4a9-16  Hours 


Instructor/Military  TraOev/Miitary  Both/Military 

TraOev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 


Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 


Tinws  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 


Times  revising  a 
training  course 


IH  Times  task  analysis 
and  new  training 


Times  vafidate  new 
training 


Times  develop 


doctrine 


Hi  Times  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

MONMOUTH  1*0  Times  2*1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4*11-14  Times  5>14 


P-2 


S<D<oc  Some 


NO  TIME  to  revise 
lessor)  plan  or  PE 

NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis&new 

NOTIMEtovaidate 

training 

NO  TIME  to  develop  d 
octrine 

NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


Instructoi/Milafy 


TraDev/Mitary 


TraDev/Civian 


Both/Civifian 


Bolh/Mitaiy 


CURRENT  POSITION 

MONMOUTH  IsQ  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times 


Instructor/M^ry  TraOev/Military  Both/Military 

TtaDev/Civilian  Both/Civilian 

CURRENT  POSITION 

MONMOUTH  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times 


NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


P-3 


S  o  (0  c  S  Q> 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


Instnictoi/liMtary  TraOev/dvian  TraOev/Mitafy  Bottt/Civian  Both/MMaiy 

CURRENT  POSITION 

MONMOUTH  2e11-25  3s26-40  4s41-49  SsSOormore 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 


Instructor/Mitaiy  TfaOev/Civian  TraDev/MKtary  Both/Civian  Both/Mitary 

CURRENT  POSITION 

MONMOUTH  1«1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


P-4 


Appendix  Q 
Redstone  Arsenal 


Q-O 


REDSTONE  ARSENAL 


Value  Label 

Value 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

Instruotor/Milltary 

2.00 

TraDev/Civlllan 

3.00 

TraOev/Mllitary 

4.00 

Both/Civil Ian 

5.00 

Both/Nil  Ibary 

6.00 

• 

Total 

Frequency 

Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cub 

Percent 

9 

8.4 

8.6 

8.6 

41 

38.3 

39.0 

47.6 

7 

6.5 

6.7 

54.3 

1 

.9 

1.0 

55.2 

15 

14.0 

14.3 

69.5 

32 

29.9 

30.5 

100.0 

2 

1.9 

Missing 

107 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  casas  105  Missing  cases  2 


N^BM»ofn^^jyrai||hs^^yipearingonttofoaow^ 


acuaS  30»®S 


5.0 


<•0 


Instructor/Civilian  TraOev/Civian  Both/Civian 

fnstnictor/Mitary  TraOev/Mitafy  Both/Mitary 


'  Hours  revising 
lesson  plans  &PEs 


’  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 


*  Hours  revising 
training  courses 


'  Hours  task  analysis 
&new  training 


'  Hours  validating  new 
training 


^  Hours  developing 
doctrine 


*  Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

REDSTONE  Hours  2s1-4  Hours  3^5^  Hours  4^9-16  Hours 


5.0 


Instruclor/Civian  TraOev/Civilian  BothA^ivian 

Instructor/Military  TraOev/Mitary  Both/MHitary 


■■■  Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 

Hi  Tsnes  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 

Hirimes  revising  a 
training  course 

Hi  Times  task  analysis 
and  new  training 

HiTimes  validate  new 
training 


doctrine 


Times  review 


contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

REDSTONE  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


Q-2 


Instmctof/Civian  TraDev/Civian  Both/Chrifian 

Irwtnidor/Mitafy  TraOav/Military  Both/MiGtaty 

CURRENT  POSITION 

REDSTONE  1*0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3*6-10  Times  4=1 1-14  Times 


I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new  train 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
training 

i  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

i  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Civffian  TraDev/Civian  Both/Civian 

Instructor/Mitary  TraDev/Mitwy  Both/Mitaty 

CURRENT  POSITION 


REDSTONE  1*0  Times  2*1-5  Times  3*6-10  Times 


Q-3 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


5.0 


4.0i 


3.0 


2.0 


1.0 


tnstnictor/Civlian  TraDev/Civian  Both/Civffian 

Instructor/MWtary  TraDev/Mltary  Both/Military 


CURRENT  POSITION 

REDSTONE  1=1-10  2=11-25  3=26-40  4=41-49  5=50orinofe 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 

5.0 - 

4.0- 

3.0- 

2.0- 

1.0. 

Instructor/Civian  TiaOev/Civian  Both/Civian 

Instructor/MWtary  TraDev/MWtary  Both/MWtary 

CURRENT  POSITION 

REDSTONE  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


Q-4 


Appendix  R 
Fort  Rucker 


R-O 


FT.  RUCKER 


Valid 

Cun 

Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

8 

10.5 

10.5 

10.5 

Instructor/Ml 1 1 tary 

2.00 

14 

18.4 

18.4 

28.9 

TraDev/Clvlllan 

3.00 

11 

14.5 

14.5 

43.4 

TraDev/Ml 1 i tary 

4.00 

1 

1.3 

1.3 

44.7 

Both/civilian 

5.00 

13 

17.1 

17.1 

61.8 

Both/Nil Itary 

6.00 

29 

38.2 

38.2 

100.0 

Total 

76 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  76 

Missing  cases  0 

No>a.  Baia  omiMBt:  on  graphs  appearing  on  the  foBowingpagasindfcale  a  mean  dOhous  or  0  times  reported  by  the 

subgnxp  for  th^  training  developtnert  activity. 


R-1 


aotoS  3tt(DS 


5 


4 


3 


2 


1 

Instmctor/Mitary  TraO«v/MStary  Both/Military 


Instructor/Civnan  TraDav/Civffian  Bolh/Civian 


■■■  Hours  revising 
lesson  plans  &PEs 


I  Hours  devtfoping 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 


Hours  revising 
training  courses 


Hours  task  analysis 
Anew  training 


Hours  vaKdating  new 
training 


Hours  developing 
doctrine 


Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

RUCKER  IsO  Hours  2=1-4  Hours  3=5-8  Hours  4=9-16  Hours  5>16  Hours 


Instructor/Civilian  TraOev/Civiiian  Both/Civilian 

Instructi  /Military  TraDev/MHitary  Both/MPHary 


■MB  Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 

Humes  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 


IB  Times  revising  a 
training  course 


Times  task  analysis 
and  new  training 


Times  validate  new 
training 


Hmes  develop 


doctrine 


Times  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

RUCKER  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times  5>14  Times 


R-2 


Some  So>csc 


Instruclor/Civffian  TraOev/Civiiian  Both/Civttan 

Instructor/Miiitary  TraDev/Military  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

RUCKER  1^0  Times  2^1.5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times  S>14  Times 


■  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
traning  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new  train 

I  NO  TiME  to  validate 


I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


Instructor/ChrPian  TraDev/Civilian  Both/Civaian 

Instructor/MHHary  TraOev^Mffitary  Both/MHitary 

CURRENT  POSITION 


•  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


RUCKER  1=0  Times  2=1-5  Times  3=6-10  Times  4=11-14  Times  5>14  Times 


CURRENT  POSITION 
RUCKER  1«1-25  2*26-50  3*51-100  4*101-200  5*201  or  more 


FORT  SILL 


Valid 

Cun 

Value  Label 

Value 

Frequency 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Instructor/Civilian 

1.00 

7 

4.4 

4.4 

4.4 

Instructor/Hilitary 

2.00 

60 

37.5 

37.7 

42.1 

TraDev/Clvil Ian 

3.00 

19 

11.9 

11.9 

54.1 

TraDev/Nll itaxy 

4.00 

11 

6.9 

6.9 

61.0 

Both/Civilian 

5.00 

16 

10.0 

10.1 

71.1 

Both/Nllitary 

6.00 

46 

28.8 

28.9 

100.0 

• 

1 

.6 

Missing 

Total 

160 

100.0 

100.0 

Valid  cases  159  Missing  cases  1 


Bara  omitted  on  graphs  appearing  on  the  folowing  pages  indKate  a  mean  of  0  hours  or  0  times  reported  by  the 
subgroup  for  that  training  development  acthrity. 


S-1 


aoiaS  sttOS 


■M  Hours  revising 


5.0 


4.0H 


InstrucloiyCivian  TraDev/Civilan  Bolh/Civian 

Imtnjctor/Military  TraDev/Mitary  Both/Mffitary 


lesson  plans  &PEs 


I  Hours  developing 
lesson  plans  &  PEs 


HI  Hours  revising 
training  courses 


Hours  task  analysis 
&new  training 


Hi  Hours  validating  new 
training 

Hours  developing 
doctrine 


H  Hours  reviewing 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

SILL  1^0  Hours  2s1-4  Hours  3-5-8  Hours  43=0-16  Hours 


■■■Times  revising 
lesson  plans  or  PE 


Times  developing  new 
lessons  or  PE 


Times  revising  a 
training  course 


B  Times  task  andysis 
and  new  training 

11  Times  vaSdate  new 
training 


doctrine 

■■Times  review 
contractor  training 


CURRENT  POSITION 

SILL  1s0  Times  2^1-5  Times  3^6-10  Times  4^1 1-14  Times 


S-2 


3fi>(DS  SttOS 


■  NO  TIME  to  revise 
lesson  plan  or  PE 

I  NO  TIME  to  develop 
new  lesson  plans 

I  NO  TIME  to  revise 
training  course 

I  NO  TIME  for  task 
analysis  &  new  trnn 

I  NO  TIME  to  validate 
training 


Instructor/Civian  TraOev/Civian  Bolti/Civlian 

Instructor/Milafy  TraOev/Miiitary  Both/Mffitary 

CURRENT  POSITION 

SILL  1s0 Times  2«1-S Times  3^10 Times  4sii>l4  Times 


doctrine 

I  NO  TIME  to  review 
contractor  training 


Instructor/Civian  TraDev/Cnrian  Both/Civian 

InstriKtoi/Mitary  TraOev/Mitary  Both/Military 

CURRENT  POSITION 

SILL  fsO  Times  2-1-5  Times  3^6-10  Times 


I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  lesson  plan 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
develop  new  lesson 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  to 
revise  training 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  task 
analysis  or  design 

I  NO  EXPERTISE 
validate  new  train 

i  NO  EXPERTISE  develop 
doctrine 

I  NO  EXPERTISE  review 
contractor  training 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  PAPER-BASED 


M  S-O] 
e 
a 
n 

4.0- 


3.0i 


Instfuctor/Civlian  TraOev/Civian  Bolh/Civaan 

Inatmctof/MUtary  TraDev/MBtaiy  Both/MMaiy 


CURRENT  POSITION 

SILL  1=1-10  2=11-25  3=26-40  4=41-49  5=50  or  more 


MANHOURS  1  HOUR  MULTIMEDIA 

M  50] - 

e 

a 

n 


Instruclor/Civiiian  TraOev/CIvian  Both/Civian 

Instructor/Military  TraDev/MiHtary  Both/Mifitary 


CURRENT  POSITION 

SILL  1=1-25  2=26-50  3=51-100  4=101-200  5=201  or  more 


S-4 
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